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ABSTRACT 
This study described the knowledge upper elementary teachers used to teach 
students to comprehend informational text comprehension. Teachers were observed for 
two lessons and participated in interviews following each observation. During the 
interviews, teacher-participants described how they planned for the lesson and recalled 
their thinking as they watched segments of their video recorded lesson. Analysis focused 
on seven knowledge domains adapted from the literature on teacher knowledge, namely 
Knowledge of Students, Knowledge of Reading, Knowledge of the Genre of 
Informational Text, Knowledge of General Teaching Practices, Knowledge of Context, 
Knowledge of Curriculum, and Knowledge of Topical Content. Analysis of teachers' 
interviews led to four major findings: first, for some teachers, Knowledge of Students 
was well-developed, and in turn, influential in their instructional decision-making; 
second, for others, Knowledge of Context was well-developed and influential, but, in this 
study, Knowledge of Context was primarily related to test accountability; third, content 
knowledge and pedagogical content knowledge related to teaching comprehension of 
informational texts were, at times, incomplete; and fourth, there was wide variability how 
IX 
teachers applied their pedagogical content knowledge related to the authenticity of the 
literacy knowledge goals and the topical knowledge goals. 
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CHAPTER! 
Statement of the Problem 
The "fourth-grade slump," an educational phenomenon described by Chall, 
Jacobs, and Baldwin (1990), showed that reading scores stagnate or even decrease as 
students shift from "learning to read" to "reading to learn." Fundamental to this shift was 
a change from mostly narrative texts in children's primary school years to predominantly 
informational texts in their later school years (Chall et al., 1990). Originally, the lack of 
exposure to informational texts was thought to be an important contributor to this slump 
(Duke, 2000). However since Duke's study, both textbook publishers and teachers alike 
have increased children's exposure to informational text with little apparent impact on 
fourth-grade test scores (National Center for Educational Statistics, 2013). It seems, then, 
that simply increasing children's exposure to informational text is not enough. Another 
possible contributing factor in children's reading difficulty may be teachers' own 
background and experiences with such texts. Familiarity with informational texts and 
knowledge of its genre-specific features and purposes are important aspects of teacher 
knowledge (Donovan & Smolkin, 2001; Sanders & Parson, 2009). However, these 
factors have yet to be studied thoroughly, and as a result, little is known about the precise 
types of knowledge that teachers have or use relevant to teaching informational text. 
Research Foundations 
In 1986, Shulman asserted that teachers hold professional knowledge of their 
content that enables them to teach; however, he noted that little was known about how 
content knowledge was "transformed from the knowledge of the teacher into the content 
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of instruction," and he called this gap the "missing paradigm" (p.6). His seminal 
framework (Shulman, 1986) described three types of knowledge: content knowledge, 
curricular knowledge, and pedagogical content knowledge. Over the years, these types of 
knowledge have been examined and discussed by many others (Ball, Thames, & Phelps, 
2008), and in recent literature, content knowledge is often referred to as disciplinary 
knowledge or subject matter knowledge (Cunningham, Zibulsky, & Callahan, 2009). 
Shulman defined curricular knowledge as teachers' knowledge of the texts and 
curriculum materials available and their knowledge of the strengths and weaknesses of 
these resources. Pedagogical content knowledge or "the subject matter knowledge for 
teaching" (Shulman, 1986, p. 9) has drawn particular attention. This knowledge was 
described as dependent on the context of teaching and as "an understanding of how 
particular topics, problems, or issues are organized, represented, and adapted to the 
diverse interests and abilities of learners, and presented for instruction" (Shulman, 1987, 
p. 8). Shulman further described pedagogical content knowledge as knowing 
the most regularly taught topics in one's subject area, the most useful forms of 
representation of those ideas, the most powerful analogies, illustrations, examples, 
and explanations, and demonstrations . . . Pedagogical content knowledge also 
includes an understanding of what makes the learning of specific topics easy or 
difficult: the conceptions and preconceptions that students of different ages and 
backgrounds bring with them to the learning of those most frequently taught 
topics and lessons. (p. 9) 
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Other researchers have contributed to our understanding of teacher knowledge. In 
mathematics, Ballet al. (2008) investigated teachers' content knowledge and pedagogical 
content knowledge; they found that both could be described based on extensive 
qualitative analyses of teaching. Their findings led the research team to refine Shulman' s 
(1986) definition of content knowledge and pedagogical content knowledge. In particular, 
Ballet al. (2008) proposed that the content knowledge required for teaching included 
three domains: common content knowledge, horizon knowledge, and specialized content 
knowledge. The fust domain, common content knowledge, was defined as knowledge 
held by adults-teachers and non-teachers alike-such as the ability to recognize an 
addition error. Horizon knowledge was defined as an awareness of how individual topics 
were understood in relation to the entire body of knowledge and was unique to teachers. 
Specialized content knowledge was described as unique to teachers because it was not 
needed for purposes outside of teaching. For example, it included teachers' ability to 
analyze and diagnose students' emergent or incomplete thinking so that these needs can 
be addressed instructionally. 
Ballet al. (2008) also differentiated pedagogical content knowledge into separate 
knowledge domains, but they acknowledged that the domains overlap leaving the 
distinction between domains unclear or subjective at times. In their view, knowledge of 
content and students included teachers ' knowledge about their individual students and 
knowledge about the content, such as knowing students' conceptions and misconceptions 
about a topic. Knowledge of content and teaching was an amalgam of both knowledge of 
teaching and knowledge of the content. It was seen in teachers ' knowledge of the 
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instructional sequence for topics and in teachers' understanding which examples would 
be most helpful to introduce a new concept. Knowledge of content and teaching also 
included knowing "which student contributions to pursue and which to ignore or save for 
a later date" (p.401). The last domain of pedagogical content knowledge, as described by 
Ballet al. (2008), was knowledge of content and curriculum, which was a broader 
representation of Shulman's curricular knowledge. 
Teacher knowledge studies in the field of reading are both few in number and 
varied in focus. However, existing findings do suggest some directions for further study. 
For example, Phelps (2009) and Phelps and Schilling (2004) developed a survey 
instrument and administered it to elementary teachers and college-educated adults 
without teaching experience. Results indicated that teachers' knowledge of elementary 
reading could be assessed and that this professional knowledge was different from-and 
more specialized than-the knowledge held by other literate adults. For example, non-
teachers struggled to differentiate between types and purposes of comprehension 
questions (i.e., making inferences, identifying author's purpose). Reutzel and colleagues 
(Reutzel, Dole, Read et al., 2011; Reutzel, Dole, Sudweeks et al., 2007) developed 
another instrument to evaluate teachers' knowledge of reading and writing instruction 
and identified continuing issues in describing and evaluating teacher knowledge. Two 
challenges were related to the conceptualization of teacher knowledge in reading. First, 
they described the inconsistent definition in the literature and among literacy experts of 
what essential knowledge teachers should have. Further, little was known about what 
aspects of knowledge were more important than others. Second, they asked what 
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evidence would be considered valid, valuable, and acceptable to stakeholders. Scott's 
(2009) examination of research and practitioner literature found that the texts that 
teachers rely on to guide their instruction do not provide practical definitions of the 
specialized knowledge needed to teach comprehension. Thus, if teachers enter the 
classroom not having acquired requisite knowledge, they are unlikely to acquire it 
through the curriculum they use. Sanders and Parsons (2009) described the relationship 
between teachers' informational text genre knowledge, instructional intentionality, and 
student achievement. They found that teachers' intentionality, defined as the "act of 
doing something with conscious purpose, with attention, and with deliberation" (Results: 
A Theory of Intentionality with Nonfiction Instruction section, para. 2), was 
developmental and linked to the depth of teachers' knowledge about the genre. It was 
ultimately linked to more explicit and effective instruction of informational texts. Kucan, 
Hapgood, and Palinscar (2011) assessed teachers ' specialized knowledge of text-based 
discussions with a survey including hypothetical teaching scenarios that ask teachers to 
describe their next pedagogical move or give an interpretation of students' work. They 
found that teachers were unprepared to support students' understanding of expository text 
through text-based discussions. 
Based on this collection of studies, findings indicate that great variability exists in 
how teacher knowledge in reading has been defined (Reutzel et al., 2007; Reutzel et al., 
2011; Scott, 2009), that teachers do possess a specialized know ledge of reading that can 
be described and assessed (Phelps, 2009; Phelps & Schilling, 2004), and that the depth of 
teachers' informational text genre knowledge leads to more intentional pedagogy 
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(Sanders & Parsons, 2009). Continuing research needs to better define and refine the 
knowledge that is influencing teachers ' instructional moves related to teaching 
comprehension of informational text. What knowledge is necessary? What knowledge 
informs effective teachers' instruction of this genre? 
Purpose of the Proposed Study 
Research is needed to define the knowledge required to teach comprehension of 
informational texts. We need to know the genre-specific, content knowledge and 
pedagogical content knowledge held by upper elementary teachers of informational text, 
and how this knowledge shapes and informs their planning and in-the-moment 
instructional decisions. This becomes increasingly important during the upper elementary 
years when students are required to read more informational texts independently. To fill 
that knowledge gap, the following research question was investigated: 
• What patterns of knowledge are evident when upper elementary teachers teach 
students to comprehend informational texts? 
Significance of the Study 
Compelling evidence exists that upper elementary children experience difficulty 
comprehending informational text. A growing body of research in other disciplines 
suggests that teacher knowledge contributes to improving children' s achievement (e.g., 
Hill, Rowan, & Ball, 2005). However, in the case of informational text, the requisite 
knowledge is not yet well-specified. Clear descriptions of the knowledge needed to 
effectively teach informational texts will likely inform teacher education and professional 
development programs and will likely improve teacher knowledge about and instruction 
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of informational text. Greater teacher knowledge and improved instruction should, in 
turn, support elementary school students' ability to read and respond proficiently to 
informational texts-a fundamental requirement for students to succeed both in and out 
of school (Duke, 2000; Yopp & Yopp, 2012). 
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Definition of Terms 
Comprehension is extracting and constructing meaning, synthesizing meaning across a 
text and/or texts, and deconstructing the readers' meaning as a tool to evaluate author's 
craft (Common Core State Standards, 2010; RAND Reading Study Group, 2002). 
Content knowledge is "knowledge of that subject matter" (Shulman, 1986, p. 5) or the 
disciplinary knowledge of adults. In recent literature, the terms subject matter knowledge 
and disciplinary knowledge are often used as synonyms for content knowledge 
(Cunningham et al., 2009). 
Informational texts are "texts whose primary purpose is to convey information about the 
natural and social world" including reference texts or "all about" books (Duke & Bennett-
Annistead, 2003, p. 16). 
Pedagogical content knowledge is "the subject matter knowledge for teaching" 
(Shulman, 1986, p. 9). 
8 
CHAPTER2 
Literature Review 
Knowing how to read and comprehend informational texts is essential for 
children's academic and future workplace success (Duke, 2000; Yopp & Yopp, 2012). 
There is firm evidence that a high percentage of students in grades four and beyond 
experience difficulty in reading comprehension (Chall et al., 1990). Since much of the 
curriculum after grade four requires students to read and understand informational text, 
many experts have suggested that students' difficulty may relate to their experiences with 
this text specifically (Duke, 2000), and in tum, with the knowledge teachers need to 
effectively teach informational text (Donovan & Smolkin, 2001; Kucan et al., 2011; 
Sanders & Parsons, 2009). The purpose of this study was to identify and describe the 
knowledge upper elementary teachers use to teach comprehension of informational texts. 
Although examining and defining teacher knowledge has a rich history in teacher 
education in general (e.g., Shulman, 1986, 1987), and in some disciplines in particular 
(e.g., mathematics; Ballet al., 2008), teacher knowledge in the reading field is just 
beginning to be investigated. Many researchers have suggested reasons for the lack of 
research on teacher knowledge in this field, particularly at the elementary level: 
• Reading may not be considered a discipline like math or science (Phelps & 
Schilling, 2004). 
• Because elementary teachers are more proficient readers than the students that 
they teach, it is assumed that teachers can teach reading (Phelps & Schilling, 
2004). 
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• Reading research has focused on teachers' knowledge of methods, curriculum, 
and/or psychology without directly investigating how their knowledge relates to 
effective teaching (Phelps & Schilling, 2004). 
• Reading instruction and demands change dramatically across the elementary 
grades, making it difficult to investigate (McCutchen, Green, Abbot, & Sanders, 
2009). 
• The knowledge to be measured is less clearly defined or operationalized in the 
reading literature than in other disciplines (Phelps, 2009; Reutzel et al., 2011; 
Snow, Griffin, & Bums, 2005). 
The few studies of teacher knowledge in reading that do exist have focused on the 
more measurable aspects of reading, such as linguistic knowledge as in counting the 
number of phonemes in a word (e.g., Bos et al., 2001; Moats, 1994), or teachers' 
knowledge of children's literature (Cunningham et al., 2004; McCutchen et al., 2002). 
Little teacher knowledge research has investigated the more complex aspects of teaching 
reading including comprehension (Snow et al. , 2005). Furthermore, research in teacher 
knowledge of reading has not thoroughly addressed the genre of informational texts. This 
review seeks to answer the following questions: 
• How has teacher knowledge been defined in general? 
• How has teacher knowledge been studied in other disciplines? What implications 
do these findings have on the field of reading? 
• What is known (and unknown) about upper elementary teachers' knowledge of 
informational text comprehension? 
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In a comprehensive search of the literature, the following keywords were used to 
search through Boston University's Libraries Search as well as on Google Scholar, ERIC, 
and Psyclnfo to find studies investigating elementary teachers' specialized knowledge for 
teaching informational text: "teacher knowledge"+ "reading comprehension"+ 
"elementary"+ "informational text." Additional searches were conducted with the 
queries "teacher knowledge"+ "nonfiction," "teacher knowledge"+ "informational text," 
and "teacher knowledge" + "reading." All searches were repeated with "knowledge base 
for teaching" and "pedagogical content knowledge" as substitutes for "teacher 
knowledge" in these searches. Citations were excluded if they did not focus on upper 
elementary grades (grades 3-6), reading connected text, and describing or measuring 
teacher knowledge of reading comprehension. All studies or articles referencing these 
citations were also reviewed. In total, only six citations met the inclusion criteria. These 
studies specifically addressed aspects of pedagogical content knowledge of reading 
comprehension or teaching reading comprehension in the upper elementary grades. To be 
clear, one article (Reutzel et al., 2007) focused on teachers in grades K-3 and was 
included in this review because of its inclusion of third grade teachers and its importance 
in the framing of this study. Two of the five studies specifically used informational texts. 
This review will begin by first describing the variations in terms and definitions 
found throughout the literature on informational text, comprehension, and teacher 
knowledge. Second, the studies of teacher knowledge in other disciplines will be 
reviewed, their definitions of teacher knowledge will be presented, and possible 
implications for research in the field of reading will be posed. Third, since few studies 
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have specifically investigated teacher knowledge of informational text comprehension in 
the upper elementary grades, the theory and research related to elementary teachers ' 
knowledge of reading comprehension in general will be examined. Throughout each 
section of this review, the focus is on gaining insight into understanding teachers' genre-
specific content and pedagogical content knowledge. This review will conclude by 
identifying questions needing further investigation. 
Defining Informational Text Comprehension 
In the past, the term informational text has been used as a generic term for 
nonfiction as well as a type of text with specific features (i.e., headings, index, glossary) 
that conveys facts. For the purposes of this study, informational text is defined as "texts 
whose primary purpose is to convey information about the natural and social world" 
including reference texts or "all about" books (Duke & Bennett-Armistead, 2003, p. 16). 
The RAND Reading Study Group (2002) defines reading comprehension as "the 
process of simultaneously extracting and constructing meaning through interaction and 
involvement with written language" (p. 11). This statement suggests that reading is active 
and requires accessing knowledge, monitoring, and self-regulating for meaning. 
Proficient readers construct meaning from the text by building on prior knowledge and 
adapting their previous understanding (Anderson & Pearson, 1984; Baker & Brown, 
1984). For example, as children read about plants, they tap into their knowledge of seeds, 
fertile soil, optimal growing conditions, and plant parts. Goldman and Rakestraw, Jr. 
(2000) suggest reasons for comprehension difficulties, which are pertinent to reading 
informational text, including when schema about a topic is not available or when schema 
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is not activated before, during, or after reading. 
Readers of informational text face an additional comprehension difficulty, namely 
interpreting the text in a way unintended by the author (Goldman & Rakestraw, Jr., 
2000). As they read informational text, readers identify superordinate concepts through 
the selection strategy (Kintsch & van Dijk, 1978) and the subsequent deletion of 
unnecessary, trivial information (Baker & Brown, 1984). Differentiating between 
important versus trivial information, particularly in informational text, is essential for 
constructing meaning. 
Unlike the sequential storyline predominantly found in narrative texts, 
informational texts have a variety of unique rhetorical text structures. Text structure, as 
described by Meyer and colleagues (1980), is "the logical connections among ideas in 
text as well as subordination of some ideas to others" (p. 74). Meyer's seminal work 
(1975) on expository text structure suggests five common text structures: causation, 
comparative, sequence, description, and problem/solution. Many researchers suggest that 
readers who are sensitive to informational text structure encode the organizational pattern 
of the text and use this pattern as a means of storage and retrieval of a passage' s 
superordinate ideas (McGee, 1982; Meyer et al., 1980; Taylor, 1980). Importantly, 
Taylor and Samuels (1983) found that readers who were unaware of the structure recalled 
text merely "as a series of unconnected ideas" (p. 526). Readers' prior knowledge of text 
structure and awareness of cues that signal a particular text structure are essential factors 
in constructing meaning of informational text. 
The Common Core State Standards (2010) emerged from this research on 
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comprehension and genre-specific characteristics. At the fourth-grade level, students 
must become proficient in four overarching areas of comprehension of informational text: 
(1) reading for key ideas and details, including summarization and drawing inferences; 
(2) evaluating the craft and structure of a text, including analyzing within a text and 
across texts; (3) integrating knowledge from several texts and explaining an author's 
reasons and supporting evidence for a claim; and (4) comprehending content-based, 
complex texts. 
Framing Teacher Knowledge Constructs 
To identify studies included in this section of the review, searches were conducted 
using Google Scholar and Boston University's Libraries Search beginning with 
Shulman's original essay (1986). The search parameters previously outlined were further 
specified to include those articles found on the "related articles" link or citing Shulman's 
original study. Additional parameters included these four criteria: (1) the focus was on 
teachers; (2) the investigation or article was written in English; (3) the focus was on 
knowledge rather than beliefs; and (4) the research questions sought to describe teacher 
knowledge that informed decision making rather than the sources of teacher knowledge 
or teachers' beliefs. 
For over a century, researchers and theorists have tried to define what teachers 
know and do to teach well, but few have agreed on comprehensive definitions. In 1916, 
Dewey suggested that teachers were responsible to know their subject matter and to 
facilitate the interaction between subject-matter learning and the student. Not until many 
decades later did his theories directly influence teacher knowledge studies. Shulman 
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(1986) asserted that early tests of teacher knowledge focused primarily on describing 
content knowledge and excluded pedagogy. In his review of superintendents' exams and 
state exams from the late 1800s, he found that content knowledge comprised 90-95% of 
the questions. He reported that a shift occurred in the 1980s when licensure tests began 
assessing pedagogy, but only hinted at content knowledge. 
Shulman (1986) further noted that little was known about how content knowledge 
was "transformed from the knowledge of the teacher into the content of instruction" (p. 
6) and called this gap the "missing paradigm." Accordingly, he sought to describe the 
knowledge that was unique to teaching. Shulman's (1986) seminal framework described 
three types of knowledge: content knowledge, curricular knowledge, and pedagogical 
content knowledge. Shulman (1986) defined content knowledge as follows: 
The teacher need not only understand that something is so; the teacher must 
further understand why it is so, on what grounds its warrant can be asserted, and 
under what circumstances our belief in its justification can be weakened and even 
denied. (p. 9) 
A category that has drawn particular research attention was Shulman's 
pedagogical content knowledge or "the subject matter knowledge for teaching" (p. 9). 
This knowledge was dependent on the context of teaching and was "an understanding of 
how particular topics, problems, or issues are organized, represented, and adapted to the 
diverse interests and abilities of learners, and presented for instruction" (Shulman, 1987, 
p. 8). He further described pedagogical content knowledge as knowing 
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the most regularly taught topics in one's subject area, the most useful forms of 
representation of those ideas, the most powerful analogies, illustrations, examples, 
and explanations, and demonstrations ... Pedagogical content knowledge also 
includes an understanding of what makes the learning of specific topics easy or 
difficult: the conceptions and preconceptions that students of different ages and 
backgrounds bring with them to the learning of those most frequently taught 
topics and lessons. (p. 9) 
Shulman (1987) argued that pedagogical content knowledge differentiates a disciplinary 
expert from a pedagogue and that "mere content knowledge is likely to be as useless 
pedagogically as content-free skill" (1986, p. 8). 
In 1987, Shulman refined his original list and presented these categories as the 
minimum know ledge base that teachers hold: 
• content knowledge 
• general pedagogical knowledge, with special reference to those broad principles 
and strategies of classroom management and organization that appear to transcend 
subject matter 
• curriculum knowledge, with particular grasp of the materials and programs that 
serve as "tools of the trade" for teachers 
• pedagogical content knowledge, that special amalgam of content and pedagogy 
that is uniquely the province of teachers, their own special form of professional 
understanding 
• knowledge of learners and their characteristics 
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• knowledge of educational contexts, ranging from the workings of the group or 
classroom, the governance and financing of school districts, to the character of 
communities and cultures; and 
• knowledge of educational ends, purposes, and values, and their philosophical and 
historical grounds. (p. 8) 
Although Shulman's terms are widely used in the research literature, the 
interpretations of his terms are inconsistent as he, himself, acknowledged ( 1987). In 
recent literature, the terms subject matter knowledge and disciplinary knowledge are 
often used as synonyms for content knowledge (Cunningham et al., 2009). Alternatively, 
the interpretations of pedagogical content knowledge vary widely from a synonym of 
content knowledge or general pedagogy knowledge to "everything a teacher might know 
in teaching a particular topic, obscuring distinctions between teacher actions, reasoning, 
beliefs, and knowledge" (Ballet al., 2008, p. 394). 
Shulman's examination of teacher knowledge (1987) led him to study how 
teachers developed and used this knowledge in pedagogical reasoning. He followed 
"several dozen" preservice teachers through their first year of teaching and found that 
their knowledge was learned through (1) scholarship in content disciplines, (2) 
educational materials and structures, as in the scope and sequence of a basal reading 
series, (3) formal educational scholarship, and (4) the wisdom of practice (Shulman, 
1987, p. 12). These learning phases began with comprehension or teachers' 
understanding of the ideas to be taught. Next, during a transformation phase, teachers 
engaged in planning, transformed the ideas, and tailored instruction for their particular 
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learners' needs and backgrounds. Teachers then provided instruction including 
organizing and managing the classroom; presenting clear explanations and vivid 
descriptions; assigning and checking work; and interacting effectively with 
students through questions and probes, answers and reactions, and praise and 
criticism. It thus includes management, explanation, discussion, and all the 
observable features of effective direct and heuristic instruction already well-
documented in the research literature on effective teaching (Shulman, 1987, p. 
17). 
The process of pedagogical reasoning continues as teachers evaluate students' 
understanding or misunderstanding of the content. Then, teachers reflect on their teaching 
and form new comprehension, wherein they have an "aha" moment and learn anew "of 
the purposes and of the subjects to be taught, and also of the students and of the processes 
of pedagogy themselves" (Shulman, 1987, p. 19). (Appendix A provides a table 
summarizing how definitions of teacher knowledge have evolved since Shulman's 
original work.) 
Other researchers have described the knowledge that teachers hold for reading but 
do not use Shulman's terms. Paris, Lipson, and Wixson (1983) described three bodies of 
knowledge, namely declarative, procedural, and conditional knowledge. They originally 
described these bodies of knowledge as a metacognitive reading act. Ruddell and Unrau 
(2004) have applied these terms to teaching. Paris and colleagues (1983) describe 
declarative knowledge as the "propositions about task structure and task goals ... the 
propositional beliefs about the existence of task characteristics and personal abilities" 
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(Paris et al., 1983, p. 303). Ruddell and Unrau (2004) add that it is "the 'what' knowledge 
of facts, objects, events, language, concepts, and theories of the world" (p. 1474) and can 
be described as teacher's content knowledge (Ruddell & Unrau, 2004). 
Whereas declarative knowledge is "knowing that," procedural knowledge is 
"knowing how" (Paris et al., 1983, p. 302) or the "information about the execution of 
various actions" (Paris et al., 1983, p. 303). Ruddell and Unrau (2004) add that 
procedural knowledge "consists of how-to skills and strategies for using and applying 
knowledge" and includes general pedagogical knowledge (p. 1474). 
Paris et al. (1983) assert that readers also use conditional knowledge, "knowing 
when and why to apply various actions" (p. 303). They continue, "Conditional knowledge 
describes the circumstances of application of procedures ... Conditional knowledge also 
provides a rationale for the execution of various actions" (p. 303). Ruddell and Unrau 
(2004) applied this knowledge to teaching: "[Conditional knowledge] provides for 
application of declarative and procedural knowledge forms" (p. 1474). They suggest that 
teachers develop these three types of knowledge through academic experiences as well as 
personal experiences. 
Another way of conceptualizing teacher knowledge builds on Ruddell and 
Unrau's model was presented by Snow, Griffin, and Bums (2005). They described the 
development of teacher knowledge from preservice to master teacher. This development 
begins as declarative knowledge acquired during teachers' preservice university training. 
This disciplinary knowledge is a "declarative version of procedural knowledge" (p. 7). As 
a teacher begins the apprenticeship stage, their knowledge shifts to situated, can-do 
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procedural knowledge, or the early ability to implement knowledge gained from texts and 
reading with scaffolded support from mentors or university supervisors. Next, teachers' 
develop stable procedural knowledge seen in many first-year teachers. At this stage, 
novice teachers are prepared to use their knowledge under "normal circumstances." With 
experience, teachers develop expert, adaptive knowledge and can apply what they know 
to a variety of settings with a variety of learners. They are leaders in and out of their 
school. Master teachers hold a reflective, organized, analyzed knowledge and are often 
leading professional development and mentoring other less-experienced teachers. This 
learning trajectory reflects teachers' growing ability to critically apply new research. This 
learning also requires time and experience to obtain. 
In the last decade, studies of teacher knowledge have been accumulating and are 
beginning to offer definitions of specialized knowledge within the field of reading. In 
particular, Snow et al. (2005) drew on this field's rich theoretical roots and presented this 
definition of pedagogical content knowledge of reading: "the knowledge of how students 
(with individual and developmental variations) see (mentally represent) the content as 
well as knowledge of alternate ways that content can be represented and instructional 
moves can be structured so that children learn" (p. 60). They also provided this 
elaboration of reading pedagogical content knowledge: 
When a student hesitates on a word in a text, which teacher response best supports 
reading that specific text and best promotes the student's overall reading 
development? [ ... T]eachers have underlying knowledge of the language and the 
content being read, the student's progress as a reader, and the intended 
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contribution of the lesson to the student's progress. (p. 60) 
In summary, many have questioned what teachers should know and be able to do 
in their instruction. This has yielded attempts to describe what this knowledge is-or 
could be-in many fields . Although some have opted for terms apart from Shulman's 
categories, the field of teacher knowledge consistently returns to Shulman's terms. To 
illustrate, Ballet al. (2008) found that Shulman's presidential address to the American 
Educational Research Association (Shulman, 1986) and the subsequent Harvard 
Education Review article on the same subject (Shulman, 1987) had been cited over 1 ,200 
times in journal articles and across disciplines. This review will use Shulman's terms and 
will continue to describe how the teacher knowledge studies have provided further 
clarification of these terms in mathematics and what implications this may have on the 
field of reading. 
Teacher Knowledge Studies across Disciplines 
As part of the Study of Instructional Improvement, researchers conducted a large-
scale investigation to describe teacher knowledge and to develop survey instruments to 
measure it (Ball, Phelps, Rowan, & Schilling, 2003; Phelps & Schilling, 2004). The 
researchers argued that since Shulman's original work, little progress had been made to 
develop a theoretical framework of what the content knowledge for teaching entails. In 
particular, they noted the ambiguity of many definitions of pedagogical content 
knowledge (Ballet al., 2008). Although the researchers began by looking specifically at 
mathematics, they hoped to develop Shulman's original constructs across content areas. 
Researchers involved in the Study of Instructional Improvement sought to find 
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out what knowledge effective teachers held that informed their teaching (Ball et al., 
2008). Ball and colleagues (Ball, 2000; Ballet al., 2008; Hill, Rowan, & Ball, 2005) 
began to develop a practice-based theory of mathematical knowledge for teaching by 
observing and studying teachers' lessons over the course of the school year. Their 
purpose was twofold (Ballet al., 2008) to describe and measure teachers' mathematical 
knowledge for teaching and to test their theory. 
They began by looking at instruction from a "practice-based theory of 
mathematical knowledge" (Ballet al., p. 396) beginning with "extensive qualitative 
analyses of teaching practice" (p. 395). Ball's (2000) earlier work explains the reasoning: 
Instead of beginning solely with the curriculum, our understanding of the content 
knowledge needed in teaching must start with practice ... To improve our sense of 
what content matters in teaching, we would need to identify core activities of 
teaching, such as figuring out what students know; choosing and managing 
representations of ideas; appraising, selecting, and modifying textbooks; and 
deciding among alternative courses of action, and analyze the subject matter 
knowledge and insight entailed in these activities. (p. 244) 
Data sources included: (1) a database from the National Science Foundation with 
videotapes, audiotapes, and student work artifacts from a third-grade classroom and (2) 
the researchers ' own collections of videotaped classroom lessons, student work samples, 
and curriculum materials. Based on these data, the researchers identified several domains 
for the subject matter knowledge and the pedagogical content knowledge required to 
teach mathematics. These included how teachers provided instruction for specific lessons 
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in their classrooms plus "planning for those lessons, evaluating students' work, writing 
and grading assessments, [and] explaining the classwork to parents" (p. 395). 
Their findings led the research team to refine Shulman' s definition of content 
knowledge and pedagogical content knowledge. They also added an additional 
subdomain to Shulman' s content knowledge. Based on their findings, Ballet al. (2008) 
proposed that the content knowledge required for teaching included three subdomains: 
common content knowledge, horizon knowledge, and specialized content knowledge. 
First, common content knowledge was the knowledge held by adults-teachers and non-
teachers alike. In mathematics, for example, common content knowledge was 
recognizing the inaccuracies in the mathematical equation 2 + 1 = 4. Second, the 
researchers proposed that horizon knowledge was an awareness of how individual topics 
were understood in relation to the entire body of knowledge. They described this 
knowledge as unique to teachers. For example, mathematics horizon knowledge included 
knowing how number sense was related to more complex topics. Horizon knowledge has 
received very little attention in subsequent research studies. Ball et al.' s third subdomain 
was specialized content knowledge. This was also unique to teachers and was not needed 
for purposes outside of teaching. For example, it included teachers' ability to analyze and 
diagnose students ' emergent or incomplete thinking. They suggested analyzing why a 
child made a particular error required specialized content knowledge unique to teachers. 
It also included explaining and justifying the reasoning. 
Ball et al. (2008) also differentiate pedagogical content knowledge into separate 
knowledge domains, but they assert that the domains overlap. This means the distinction 
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between domains could be unclear or subjective. In their view, knowledge of content and 
students included teachers' knowledge about their individual students and knowledge 
about the content, such as knowing students' conceptions and misconceptions about a 
topic. Knowledge of content and teaching was an amalgam of both knowledge of 
teaching and knowledge of the content. It was seen in teachers' knowledge of the 
instructional sequence for topics and in teachers' understanding which examples would 
be most helpful to introduce a new concept. Knowledge of content and teaching also 
included knowing "which student contributions to pursue and which to ignore or save for 
a later date" (p. 401). The last domain of pedagogical content knowledge, as described by 
Ballet al. (2008), was knowledge of content and curriculum, which was a broader 
representation of Shulman's curricular knowledge. 
The researchers identify the following challenges. First, Ball and colleagues 
(2008) framed their work from the perspective of practice, which included some of the 
"messiness and variability of teaching and learning" (p. 403). Second, the category 
distinctions could be vague or indistinguishable when looking at knowledge in practice. 
Questions remained as to how teachers used their knowledge as they taught. Third, the 
categories may not be sensitive to culture or teaching style, which they defined as 
whether the instruction occurred in whole group or small group settings. In addition, the 
researchers highlighted the vague differences between specialized content knowledge and 
pedagogical content knowledge: 
Consider what is involved in selecting a numerical example to investigate 
students' understanding. The shifts that occur across the four domains, for 
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example, from ordering a list of decimals (common content knowledge), to 
generating a list to be ordered that would reveal key mathematical issues 
(specialized content knowledge), to recognizing which would cause students the 
most difficulty (pedagogical content knowledge), to deciding what to do about 
their difficulties (pedagogical content knowledge), are important yet subtle. (p. 
404) 
In a follow-up study of these ideas, Ball joined with another team of researchers 
(Hill, Rowan, & Ball, 2005) to examine whether and how teachers' specialized content 
knowledge was related to student achievement. This study questioned what teacher 
variables (i.e., teacher knowledge, certification, college coursework, experience) had an 
impact on student learning with a specific focus on teachers' knowledge of content, or 
mathematical knowledge for teaching. One hundred fifteen schools participated with 26 
non-participating schools used as a control. The teacher sample included 334 first-grade 
and 365 third-grade teachers with 1190 first graders and 1773 third graders as the student 
sample. Data collection included student Fall and Spring assessments and parent 
interviews. Two cohorts of students comprised the sample: the first was comprised of 
Kindergarten through 2nd grade students, the second included 3rd grade through 5th grade 
students. Teacher data were gathered through a self-report log that was filled out in three 
six-week intervals documenting learning opportunities in their classroom and was 
completed by each teacher up to 60 times. In addition, teachers filled out a questionnaire 
describing their experience and coursework and also the Content Knowledge for 
Teaching Mathematics. Data limitations included students who were absent on the day of 
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assessment, unanswered questions on the Content Knowledge for Teaching Mathematics 
questionnaire, and the transient student population. The findings suggested that high 
mathematical knowledge for teaching predicted student gains for both first and third 
graders. In addition, findings revealed patterns indicating that teacher certification and 
college coursework could not account for differences in teachers' content knowledge nor 
did the patterns show a relationship between teacher certification and coursework to 
student achievement. Teacher experience showed no relationship to first graders' 
achievement and was marginally significant for third graders. No attempt was made to 
differentiate across types of teacher knowledge. 
In addition to the field of mathematics, researchers of teachers of English 
Language Learners (ELLs) have also contributed to what we know about teacher 
knowledge. Gatbonton (1999) investigated what patterns of pedagogical knowledge could 
be inferred from experienced ELL teachers' reported thoughts about their instruction, and 
whether there were consistent patterns across the teachers' pedagogical knowledge. She 
defined pedagogical knowledge as "teacher's accumulated knowledge about the teaching 
act (e.g., its goals, procedures, strategies) that serves as the basis for his or her classroom 
behaviour and activities" (p. 35). 
Two groups of experienced English as a Second Language (ESL) teachers 
participated. Each teacher had taught for a minimum of ten years and were either working 
toward or had earned a Master's degree in Applied Linguistics. Both groups of teachers 
provided instruction of the same curriculum unit one year apart. The curriculum was 
unfamiliar to the teachers, and the classrooms consisted of adult ESL students gathered 
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for the purposes of the study. Stage 1 included three teachers who were videotapedfor an 
unspecified number of lessons and then participated in a stimulated recall interview of 
each lesson, which was then audio-recorded. The stimulated recall interview included 
teachers observing their videos and recalling what they had been thinking while they 
were teaching. 
During the recall interview, teachers viewed the first hour of their longer lesson. 
The interval between the lesson and the interview varied. Some teachers' interviews 
occurred immediately following the lesson while others occurred a few days later or even 
up to three weeks after the lesson was taught. Stage 2 included four different teachers and 
followed the same procedures using the same curriculum one year after Stage 1. For the 
total sample of seven teachers, one of the teachers' audio-recorded interviews was 
transcribed verbatim and used in analysis. 
Qualitative data analysis began by two researchers segmenting data into idea units 
and then organizing those units into categories by themes. The lead researcher then 
identified teachers' domains of knowledge, inferring these from the category themes. 
Quantitative analysis followed and included counting the frequency of categories to 
determine predominant thought units and to identify patterns across participants. 
Findings from Group 1 indicated that teachers averaged 3.48 reported thoughts 
per minute as they viewed their own instruction. The most common themes were 
Language Management (18%), Knowledge of Students (14%), Note Student Reaction & 
Behaviour (10%), Decisions (7%), Affective Issues (6%), Beliefs (6%), Procedure Check 
(6%), and Progress Review (6%). These themes accounted for 66% of the reported 
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thought units. Analysis of the Group 2 data included adding one additional coding 
category (i.e., Aid Comprehension). Similar to Group 1, this group of teachers averaged 
3.77 thoughts per minute and had similar salient themes, namely Language Management 
(22%), Procedure Check (11 %), Progress Review (10%), Beliefs (8%), Knowledge of 
Students (7% ), Decisions, and Affective Issues (both 6% ). Aside from the additional 
category, the two groups showed remarkably similar themes. Gatbonton inferred that 
ESL teachers' held six domains of pedagogical knowledge that influenced their 
instruction: 
1. Know ledge of how to manage specific language items so students can learn them 
(Handling Language Items) 
2. Knowledge about students and what they bring in the classroom (Factoring in 
Student Contributions) 
3. Knowledge about the goals and subject matter of teaching (Determining the 
Contents of Teaching) 
4. Knowledge about techniques and procedures (Facilitating the Instructional Flow) 
5. Knowledge about appropriate student-teacher relationships (Building Rapport) 
6. Knowledge about evaluating student task involvement and progress during the 
lessons (Monitoring Student Progress) (p.42) 
Gatbonton's study offered important insight into the pedagogical knowledge ELL 
teachers use in their instruction. However, several questions emerged from her analysis 
and findings. First, validity in stimulated recall and other types of verbal reporting 
methodology was threatened with long delays between the task and the recall session 
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(Gass & Mackey, 2000). Second, the setting was inauthentic. That is, the students were 
grouped into classes for the purpose of the study. Another related concern was that the 
teachers were teaching unfamiliar material. Little could be inferred beyond teachers' 
general pedagogical knowledge because the curricula and material were unfamiliar to 
them. These concerns have been addressed in subsequent studies that replicated this 
original Gatbonton study. 
Mullock (2006) was the first researcher to partially replicate Gatbonton' s study 
( 1999). She investigated four Teachers of English to Students of Other Languages 
(TESOL) and their pedagogic knowledge and reasoning within their own classrooms. 
Mullock defined pedagogic knowledge as the "accumulated knowledge about the act of 
teaching, including goals, procedures, and strategies that form the basis for what teachers 
do in classrooms" (p. 48). Unlike Gatbonton's study (1999), the teachers had differing 
teaching experience and expertise (i.e., two novice teachers and two experienced 
teachers). Similar to Gatbonton (1999), Mullock videotaped one hour of a teacher's 
lesson. Within a few hours of the observation, teachers watched their video and recalled 
what they had been thinking while they were teaching. Mullock offered this perspective 
on the methodology: 
The thoughts reported in the current study cannot and do not constitute the entire 
pedagogical thought process and pedagogical knowledge of the teachers involved 
during the lessons recorded. What stimulated recall can provide us with is an 
indication of the categories of pedagogical knowledge that TESOL teachers use, 
an indication of what domains of pedagogical knowledge are consulted, and 
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approximately how often. (p. 52) 
Mullock addressed the threats to validity in the original study (Gatbonton, 1999) 
by observing teachers within their own classrooms using their own curriculum and by 
minimizing the time delay between observations and stimulated recall interviews. For 
three of the four teachers, the interview occurred immediately following the observation. 
Like the other three teachers, the fourth teacher was interviewed immediately after the 
observation but the recording equipment malfunctioned requiring that the interview be 
repeated three days later. Analysis procedures followed Gatbonton's procedures. When 
the original coding was vague or definitions were incomplete (i.e., Language 
Management, Problem Check), Mullock and a second researcher used the research 
literature and their own inferences to reason through coding difficulties. Member 
checking was also used, yet participating teachers made few comments or revisions to the 
coding categories or the report draft. 
Mullock's findings showed little variation in the major categories reported 
between novice and experienced TESOL teachers' pedagogical knowledge. Overall, the 
novice teachers reported three to six thoughts per minute in contrast to the experienced 
teachers' three to four per minute. Mullock suggests that this may reflect the more 
taciturn nature of the experienced participants. The most predominant themes were 
Language Management (25% ), Knowledge of Students (21% ), Procedure Check ( 10% ), 
Progress Review (7%) Note Student Reaction and Behavior (7%), and Affective (5%). 
These six factors comprised 75% of the total reported pedagogical thoughts whereas the 
top six accounted for 66% of the total in Gatbonton's study (1999). Between the two 
30 
studies, three categories were found only in Gatbonton's findings (i.e., Aid 
Comprehension, Name Check, and Planned Acts) and three categories only within 
Mullock's (i.e., Curriculum Fit, Comment on Materials, and Comment on Institution). 
One noteworthy difference between the studies was the predominance of Knowledge of 
Students (21 %) reported by Mullock's sample compared to the two groups in 
Gatbonton's sample (14% and 7%). Mullock suggests that the differences in the findings 
may reflect differences in the teachers and the authenticity of the replica study's setting 
and curriculum, namely teachers providing instruction to their own students. 
Mullock's study provides an important partial replication of the original 
Gatbonton study (1999). In particular, the domains of pedagogical knowledge found in 
the original study were consistent with another sample of TESOL teachers with differing 
levels of teaching experience. Mullock also addressed many of the validity threats (i.e., 
time delay of stimulated recall interviews, authentic setting and curricula) found in the 
original study. 
Akbari and Tajik (2009) partially replicated Gatbonton's (1999) and Mullock's 
(2006) studies and compared the results across these three settings. Their sample included 
eight English as Foreign Language (EFL) teachers with varying teaching backgrounds. 
Experienced teachers had taught for more than six years, while the less experienced 
teachers had taught for less than two years. To minimize variables, teachers used the 
same textbooks, and classrooms included upper elementary, adult EFL students. One 90-
minute teaching session was videotaped. The Stimulated Recall interviews were 
conducted between fifteen minutes and three hours after the lesson. Data analysis 
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followed the same procedures as the two previous studies. Member checking assured that 
the participating EFL teachers agreed with the categories. A second rater coded 20% of 
the transcripts with an interrater reliability of 80%. 
Findings indicated that the less experienced teachers recalled an average of 2.9 
thoughts per minute while the more experienced averaged 4.9. Common themes within 
both groups included Language Management, Self-Reflection, Knowledge of Students, 
Procedure Check, Note Behavior, Progress Review, and Affective. The predominant 
themes varied by experience. More experienced teachers recalled thoughts related to 
Decision, Past Experience, Affective, and Self-Reflection while less experienced teachers 
were more apt to recall thoughts related to Language Management, Progress Review, 
Content, and Materials Comment. Unlike Mullock's (2006) findings, Akbari and Tajik 
(2009) found ( 1) that the more experienced recalled more thoughts than the less 
experienced teachers, (2) that the less experienced teachers were more likely to recall 
thoughts related to Language Management, and (3) that the more experienced teachers 
were more likely to engage in Self-Reflection. Both groups frequently recalled 
pedagogical thoughts about Knowledge of Students, which was consistent across the 
three studies. Differences between the three studies included Self-Reflection, which was 
one of the top categories for the current study and Mullock's but was not highly ranked in 
Gatbonton's study (1999). Conversely, Gatbonton' s findings (1999) also highly ranked 
Beliefs and Decisions unlike the studies conducted by Akbari and Tajik (2009) and 
Mullock (2006). Akbari and Tajik (2009) suggested that these differences might reflect 
Gatbonton's (1999) inauthentic setting and unfamiliar curriculum. 
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Gatbonton (2008) used the data from her original study (1999) to compare the 
pedagogical knowledge of novice and experienced ESL teachers. She defined 
pedagogical knowledge as a broad interpretation of Shulman's constructs (1986, 1987) 
referring "to any knowledge, theory, and belief about the act of teaching and the process 
of learning that inform teachers' behaviour in the classroom" (p. 163). She replicated her 
original study (1999) this time using four novice teachers, instead of the experienced 
teachers, to teach the same eight modules to classrooms of ELL students. These novice 
teachers had participated in an internship as part of their teacher preparation program, 
were chosen based on their supervisors' comments of exemplary teaching, but had 
limited teaching experience beyond their internship. Like the original study, (1) the 
duration between lesson and interview was not specified, (2) the interviews focused on 
the first hour of a longer lesson, (3) only one of each teacher's interviews was used in 
analysis although more were conducted, and (4) similar data analysis procedures were 
followed. 
Findings indicated that the novice and experienced ESL teachers were similar in 
the number and types of knowledge categories; however, the dominant themes differed. 
For novice teachers, the most common themes were Note Student Behaviour and 
Reactions (13%), Knowledge of Students (10%), Affective Issues (8%), Progress Review 
(7% ), Beliefs (7% ), Decisions (6% ), and Self-Critique (6% ). For novice teachers, they 
were focused on students and student-teacher interactions. The findings suggest that 
without extensive experience, the novice ESL teachers had acquired many of the 
knowledge domains held by experienced ESL teachers. Gatbonton suggested that 
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applying the new knowledge would likely take more time and experience for these novice 
teachers. As in the original study ( 1999), similar threats to validity were present in this 
replica study, such as vague references about the length of time between the recall 
interviews and the observations, inauthentic settings, and unfamiliar curricula. Overall, 
these four studies from the literature on second language instruction (Akbari & Tajik, 
2009; Gatbonton, 1999, 2008; Mullock, 2006) suggest that teachers ' pedagogical 
knowledge could be described and that the Stimulated Recall methodology was useful in 
tapping into this knowledge. 
In summary, research and theory in teacher knowledge in general, and 
specifically, in mathematics and second language instruction have contributed to what we 
know about teacher knowledge. Shulman (1986, 1987) began to articulate the knowledge 
base for teaching and identified two categories that have received significant research 
attention: content knowledge and pedagogical content knowledge. Researchers with the 
Study of Instructional Improvement conducted empirical studies to refine these categories 
(Ballet al., 2008; Hill et al., 2005) and added subdomains within content knowledge, 
including common content knowledge, horizon knowledge, and specialized content 
knowledge. Their new subdomains within pedagogical content knowledge included 
knowledge of content and students, knowledge of content and teaching, and knowledge 
of content and curriculum (Ball et al., 2008). In second language instruction, several 
studies (Akbari & Tajik, 2009; Gatbonton, 1999, 2008; Mullock, 2006) provided insight 
into the pedagogical knowledge used to inform ELL teachers' instruction, such as the 
importance of knowing students and addressing their learning needs, as well as the 
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differences in this knowledge among teachers with varying professional experiences. 
Their research also suggested methodology that successfully highlighted this teacher 
knowledge. Hill et al. (2005) found that teacher knowledge was correlated to student 
achievement in mathematics, but will similar patterns be found in the field of reading? If 
so, what knowledge do teachers have and need to have to teach reading well? And, what 
is the genre-specific knowledge about reading and reading instruction needed for 
teaching children to comprehend informational text? It seems, then, that this is an 
important area of research needing further study. 
Teacher Knowledge Studies in the Field of Reading Comprehension 
Phelps and Schilling (2004) applied Shulman's (1987) knowledge domains to 
reading and designed measures to investigate elementary teachers' pedagogical content 
knowledge. The premise of this work was to "draw a distinction between studies that 
seek to identify what reading teachers need to know in general and studies that seek to 
probe the content knowledge involved in teaching reading" (Phelps & Schilling, 2004, p. 
33). They wanted to know how teachers use their knowledge of text, language, and 
reading processes to teach reading in the elementary grades. They developed a reading 
survey, Content Knowledge for Teaching-Reading, that assessed elementary teachers' 
pedagogical content knowledge of word analysis and text comprehension using 
hypothetical teaching scenarios followed by multiple-choice questions. For example, 
content knowledge questions included distinguishing and identifying different types of 
comprehension questions. Items examining knowledge of content and students asked 
teachers to consider questions about the text passage and make sense of students' answers 
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in terms of understandings or misunderstandings. Questions related to knowledge of 
content and teaching asked respondents to identify future teaching moves. 
Comprehension questions included items related to morphology, vocabulary, 
comprehension strategies and questions, genre, and fluency. Word analysis included 
items related to phonemic awareness, letter-sound relationships, and word frequency. 
A pilot test of 261 items was separated into three parts each containing questions 
from the three pedagogical content knowledge domains. A single part was randomly 
distributed to 1542 elementary teachers participating in one of 23 weeklong sessions as 
part of the California Professional Development Institute. Teachers completed only one 
of the three parts. From this sample, 599 elementary teachers completed a follow-up 
survey of 77 items. Data analysis used factor analysis and item response theory. Results 
indicated that teaching reading did indeed require specialized content knowledge and that 
the content knowledge and knowledge of content and teaching domains were distinct and 
measurable. The authors were not able to measure knowledge of students and content for 
comprehension or word analysis without drawing on content knowledge and knowledge 
of teaching and content. They suggested these implications: (1) that the knowledge of 
students and content domain was dependent on knowledge in the other domains; (2) that 
the instrument measures were not sensitive enough to describe this type of knowledge; or 
(3) that among this population of teachers, knowledge of students and content was not 
distinct. In addition, the authors noted that the survey questions differed in degree of 
difficulty. Namely, the content knowledge items were generally easier, and the 
knowledge of teaching and content items for comprehension were harder. In addition, the 
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authors suggested that the validity of the survey measure needed to be investigated in two 
ways: (1) by interviewing teachers while they are answering the survey questions, and (2) 
through classroom observations to describe the relationship between teacher knowledge 
and teaching practice. Knowledge of teaching informational text was not specifically 
addressed in this measure. 
Phelps (2009) used the comprehension section of the Content Knowledge for 
Teaching-Reading survey described earlier to investigate if elementary teachers held a 
specialized knowledge for teaching reading. Participants included 50 experienced 
elementary teachers and 55 adults with a college degree who had never taught elementary 
school. The teacher participants were recruited from one school district known for high 
quality teachers. The non-teachers were recruited through newspaper advertisements and 
list serves. All participants completed the Nelson-Denny Reading Test, a vocabulary and 
reading comprehension test. All participants also completed the Content Knowledge for 
Teaching-Reading survey, which included 21 questions with 119 independent items. 
Results from the Nelson-Denny Reading Test did not show any significant 
difference in general reading ability between the two groups of participants. This 
suggested that any differences on the Content Knowledge for Teaching-Reading subtest 
would not be based on general reading ability. The Content Knowledge for Teaching-
Reading results indicated significant and substantial differences in the knowledge held to 
teach the elementary subject of reading by teachers versus other literate adults. Further 
analysis indicated that scores on the Nelson-Denny Reading Test predicted participants' 
score on the Content Knowledge for Teaching-Reading. In other words, better readers 
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from both groups understood the situations in which children may face reading difficulty. 
Additional analyses examined differences in types of knowledge between the two 
groups. Two aspects of pedagogical content knowledge were found to be the most 
significant differences separating the knowledge held by teachers from other educated 
adults, namely, teachers' knowledge of content and students and knowledge of content 
and teaching. For the content knowledge questions, over one-third of the questions 
revealed significant differences between the two groups. This suggested that content 
knowledge to teach reading differs from common reading ability. Specific analyses of the 
items showed that non-teachers struggled to differentiate between types and purposes of 
comprehension questions (i.e., making inferences, identifying author's purpose). 
Moreover, additional characteristics (i.e., earned degrees, parenting, personal literacy 
practices, or self-assessed reading ability) did not predict Content Knowledge for 
Teaching-Reading scores. As mentioned, scores on the Nelson-Denny Reading Test did 
predict scores on the Content Knowledge for Teaching-Reading, as did teaching 
background. Phelps concluded that teaching reading well in the elementary grades 
"demands special forms of professional knowledge" beyond simply being able to read 
and comprehend the text (p. 150). 
Phelps described several limitations to this research. First the sample of teachers 
and other literate adults were volunteers. However, the findings did indicate differences 
between the two groups' reading ability as measured by a test and the Content 
Knowledge for Teaching-Reading. Second, the findings were not related to actual 
teaching or student achievement. Third, there may be additional aspects of teacher 
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knowledge that the Content Knowledge for Teaching-Reading did not thoroughly 
investigate. Despite these limitations, the findings of Phelps' study also suggest that 
future research could specifically address teachers' specialized knowledge of teaching 
informational text comprehension. 
Others have also begun to develop instruments to evaluate teachers' knowledge of 
reading. Reutzel and colleagues (2007) created the Literacy Instruction Knowledge 
Scales focused on primary grade teachers' (grades K-3) knowledge of early literacy 
reading and writing instruction. This study was included in this review because of the 
inclusion of third-grade teachers. Using Shulman's framework ( 1987) and research from 
three bodies of literature (i.e., exemplary reading and writing instruction in primary 
grades, measurement of teachers' content knowledge and pedagogical content 
knowledge, and evidence-based practices in reading and writing instruction), they created 
two complementary tools including a multiple-choice question survey and a Likert-scale 
classroom observation instrument. To develop this tool, the team reviewed the literature, 
observed effective teachers, held focus groups for member checking, and conducted an 
audit review of the data coding and categories. The tool assessed 20 domains of 
know ledge for reading and 20 for writing. These domains represented content 
knowledge, pedagogical content knowledge, and reflection (Reutzel et al., 2011). 
Namely, the reading domains focused on content knowledge, or declarative knowledge, 
of reading included (a) Learning, Teaching Theory, and Models; (b) Learning and 
Teaching Philosophies; (c) Classroom Environment; and (d) General Reading 
Instructional Practices. These domains focused on content knowledge and pedagogical 
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content knowledge of reading: (e) Reading Instructional Materials, Standards, and 
Programs; (f) Texts; (g) Language/Oral Language; (h) Concepts About Print; (i) 
Phonological/Phonemic Awareness; U) Decoding Instruction; (k) Spelling Instruction; (l) 
Fluency Instruction; (m) Vocabulary Instruction; (n) Comprehension Instruction; ( o) 
Diversity; (p) Motivation/Engagement; (q) Technology and Reading; (r) Writing 
Assessment; and (s) Family-School Connections. The last category was Teacher Self-
Awareness and was related to reflection. 
In the end, the team determined that it was unreasonable and impractical to 
effectively evaluate all40 domains and assessed only four "super" domains that were 
more likely to influence teachers' enacted knowledge: classroom climate and 
management, decoding, comprehension, and writing. On the written survey, the super 
domain comprehension questions covered four areas: (1) asking questions; (2) activating 
background knowledge; (3) comprehension strategy instruction; (4) word meanings; and 
(5) comprehension practice. Guiding the development of the observation tool was this 
question: "What could and should we expect to see on any given day as a part of 
effective, evidence-based reading or writing instruction?" For the observation scale, the 
comprehension domain included: comprehension instruction before, during, and after 
reading, comprehension strategy instruction, and vocabulary instruction. 
Efforts were made to validate both the survey and observation tools through 
training individuals outside of the team and pilot testing. It was then administered to 502 
teachers. Results indicated moderate reliability of .816. They had hoped for higher 
reliability and explained that it may be due to the ambitious attempt to use 150 questions 
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across four super domains assessing both content and pedagogical content knowledge. 
Findings indicated that roughly one-third of the questions were very easy and needed 
revision to make the distractors more plausible. Other questions were too hard and 
needed to be deleted. 
As a follow-up to this project, Reutzel and colleagues (2011) addressed six 
difficulties encountered in their project. Three challenges were related to the 
conceptualization of teacher knowledge in reading. First, they described the inconsistent 
definition in the literature and among literacy experts of what essential knowledge 
teachers should have. Further, little was known about what aspects of knowledge were 
more important than others. Second, they asked what evidence would be considered 
valid, valuable, and acceptable to stakeholders. Third, they described the threat of 
consequential validity; researchers and educators may create an evaluation tool but then 
have little control over unintended uses. 
Three issues were related to methodological issues (Reutzel et al., 2011). One 
centered on the debate about how teacher knowledge should be measured. They clarified 
the difference between inert knowledge, or "in-the-head" knowledge that can be assessed 
through multiple-choice tests, and enacted knowledge, the knowledge used as teachers 
interact and instruct children. Another was associated with appropriate framing of 
classroom observations, and included what to look for, how often to observe, and how 
long should observations last. Lastly, Reutzel et al. (2011) questioned if there was any 
predictive value to a teacher knowledge evaluation instrument. They wondered if the 
information from this tool would influence professional development. 
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Addressing the varying definitions and inconsistencies in the literature, Scott 
(2009) attempted to describe the knowledge base to teach reading comprehension for 
elementary teachers by examining seven influential artifacts: three assessments of teacher 
knowledge of reading and/or reading instruction and four texts on reading instruction 
and/or reading development. The three assessments included the comprehension section 
of the Content Knowledge for Teaching-Reading described earlier (Phelps & Schilling, 
2004), the Comprehension and Learning from Text Survey (Kucan, Hapgood, & 
Palinscar, 2011), and the Video Viewing Task (Kucan, Palinscar, Khasnabis, & Chang, 
2009). The Comprehension and Learning from Text Survey was a paper-and-pencil, short 
answer assessment that provided hypothetical teaching scenarios and asked teachers to 
describe their next pedagogical move or to give an interpretation of students' work. The 
Video Viewing Task required teachers to watch short videos and answer questions 
specifically related to teaching behaviors. 
Next, in selecting the four text-based resources, Scott identified three criteria, 
namely texts that were extremely influential, widely read, and represented a range of 
stakeholders. She chose (1) National Reading Panel Report (National Reading Panel, 
2000) because of its importance in the No Child Left Behind legislation (2002), which 
influenced education policy, research, and assessment for the last decade; (2) Knowledge 
to Support the Teaching of Reading: Preparing Teachers for a Changing World (Snow, 
Griffin, & Burns, 2005) because it represented "the thinking of the leading scholars in the 
field of literacy" (Scott, 2009, p. 135) and met the criteria to include of a range 
stakeholders; (3) Creating Instruction for All Students (Gunning, 2005) because it was a 
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textbook widely used in teacher education courses and was selected out of 227 texts as 
acceptable for teacher education coursework by the National Council on Teacher Quality 
(Walsh, Glaser, & Wilcox, 2006); and (4) Mosaic of Thought (Keene & Zimmerman, 
2007), a popular practitioners' text widely used by teachers. Scott also defended the 
inclusion of this last text by conducting an Amazon. com search listing it as one of the 
most popular teacher resources on comprehension instruction. Although critics have 
voiced concerns over both the National Reading Panel bias against qualitative research 
and the emphasis on strategy instruction separate from content knowledge in Mosaic of 
Thought (Pressley, 2002), all four texts met Scott's criteria: They represented a range of 
stakeholders, had been influential in classroom instruction and in the field of reading 
research or in both, and were current at the time of her study. 
With these sources, Scott engaged in content analysis to describe how the 
knowledge for teaching reading comprehension was defined within and across artifacts. 
The findings were organized into three themes: theoretical perspective, suggested 
categories of knowledge, and characteristics of proposed reading comprehension 
instruction. Findings from the synthesis of the three assessments of reading 
comprehension revealed these categories of teacher knowledge: 
• Analysis of text and text features 
• Knowledge of language 
• Diagnosing reading difficulty/interpreting student responses 
• Pedagogical moves 
• Knowledge of specific approaches to comprehension instruction 
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• Stance defining reading comprehension instruction (p. 147) 
The only aspect of teacher knowledge found across all three assessments was pedagogical 
moves. Scott cautioned that the relationship between these measures and classroom 
practice were not investigated, nor did any one measure cover the whole body of 
knowledge. But as a whole, the measures provided insight into the knowledge teachers 
may need and may hold for teaching reading comprehension. 
In addition to the three assessments, Scott synthesized the four text-based 
resources and found these themes describing the knowledge teachers need to teach 
reading comprehension: 
• Analysis of text and text features 
• Knowledge of language 
• Vocabulary instruction 
• Diagnosing reading difficulty/interpreting student responses 
• Reading development 
• Students with special needs 
• Pedagogical moves 
• Knowledge of specific approaches to reading comprehension instruction 
• Stance defining reading comprehension instruction 
• Stance regarding teachers' content knowledge (p. 198-199) 
Scott noted that little information was provided for teachers to implement these 
characteristics in practice aside from general lists or vague descriptions. For example, in 
Mosaic of Thought, the popular practitioner text, teaching children how to synthesize 
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included helping students "maintain a cognitive synthesis as they read." This direction 
provided no guidance for teachers to teach this complex strategy to children. Scott noted 
that across most of the texts, strategy instruction was emphasized and, at times, was a 
synonym for comprehension instruction. She concluded that collectively the seven 
artifacts, namely the three assessments of reading comprehension and instruction and the 
four text-based resources, provided broad categories of teacher knowledge for reading 
comprehension but did not individually define the specialized knowledge nor the 
pedagogical content knowledge required of elementary teachers. 
While Ball et al. (2008) defined teacher knowledge terms for mathematics and 
education in general, Scott specified these general constructs for the field of reading for 
specialized content knowledge and pedagogical content knowledge as synthesized across 
the seven artifacts. Scott focused on Ballet al.'s construct of content knowledge with its 
subdomains of common content knowledge, horizon knowledge, and specialized content 
knowledge. The definitions for common content knowledge and horizon knowledge were 
well aligned with and logical extensions of Ball and colleagues' terms (2008). For the 
first domain of content knowledge, Scott defined common content knowledge for reading 
comprehension as knowing how to read the text and knowing about the content of the 
text. Like Ballet al. (2008), Scott asserted that this knowledge was not unique to 
teachers. Scott defined Ballet al.'s second subdomain, horizon knowledge, as knowledge 
of reading development (e.g., knowing how children develop in their ability to 
summarize texts). 
Scott's definition of the third domain, specialized content knowledge, was the 
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most clearly linked to her findings across the observations, interviews, and synthesis of 
the seven artifacts. Scott suggests that specialized content knowledge included the 
following topics for teachers: (1) Knowledge of the reading process which was used as 
teachers modeled and explicitly described the processes of proficient readers; (2) Genre 
knowledge which was used as they analyzed texts and identified difficult parts of the 
passages; (3) Knowledge of linguistic demands of the text and in particular, determining 
the coherence of the text; and (4) Knowledge of words and concepts to provide student-
friendly explanations of challenging vocabulary and to identify challenging topics. Scott 
acknowledged that more characteristics might be included in specialized content 
knowledge. Like Ballet al. (2008), Scott also asserted that differentiating specialized 
content knowledge and pedagogical content knowledge was very difficult. 
Scott provided a practical definition of pedagogical content knowledge for . 
teaching elementary reading comprehension. These categories were taken from her 
synthesis of the seven artifacts and more specifically identified the pedagogical moves 
related to instruction of reading comprehension-what teachers do as they teach reading 
comprehension: 
• Set clear instructional purposes 
• Select appropriate texts 
• Activate relevant prior knowledge 
• Pose questions 
• Hear and interpret students' incomplete and emergent thinking 
• Uptake of student contributions 
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• Verbalizing the reading process 
• Attend to complex discourse routines (p. 17 4-17 5) 
It was unclear why Scott did not use Ballet al.' s (2008) categories for pedagogical 
content knowledge (i.e., knowledge of students and content, knowledge of teaching and 
content, or knowledge of curriculum and content), but her list described the pedagogical 
moves important for pedagogical content knowledge of reading comprehension and was 
substantiated by the research literature in the field of reading. Scott's definitions of 
elementary teachers' content knowledge and pedagogical content knowledge were 
important contributions to the field of teacher knowledge. 
In the only study of teacher knowledge of nonfiction reading and writing, Sanders 
and Parsons (2009) sought to understand how teachers' nonfiction genre knowledge 
impacted instruction and student achievement. To note, their study used the term 
"nonfiction" rather than "informational text." They collected artifacts from four 
preservice teachers through their coursework, internship, and first-year of teaching. 
Teacher artifacts included surveys, semi-structured interviews conducted both during 
their preservice training and their first-year of teaching, classroom observation, emails, 
and lesson plans. Student artifacts included interviews, work samples, and researcher 
observational notes. Using a grounded theory approach, analysis began with open coding 
followed by two additional rounds of focused coding. Results indicated teachers' 
knowledge included literacy theory, nonfiction genre knowledge, pedagogy, and 
intentionality. Intentionality, defined as the "act of doing something with conscious 
purpose, with attention, and with deliberation" (Results: A Theory of Intentionality with 
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Nonfiction Instruction section, para. 2), included "reflection, agency, and action" 
(Results: A Theory of Intentionality with Nonfiction Instruction section, para. 1). This 
factor was developmental and linked to the depth of teachers' knowledge about the genre. 
It was ultimately linked to more explicit and effective instruction of nonfiction texts. 
With a sample of four, first-year teachers, future research will need to investigate this 
relationship with more experienced teachers. 
In another study using informational texts, Kucan, Hapgood, and Palinscar (2011) 
sought to develop an instrument to assess teachers' specialized knowledge for leading 
text-based discussions. Of note, these researchers used the generic term teachers' 
specialized knowledge, "or what teachers know and bring to comprehension instruction" 
which seemed to be a synonym of Shulman's pedagogical content knowledge without 
using his exact term (p. 62). They cited Ball and colleagues' (Ballet al., 2008) teacher 
knowledge research in mathematics as one impetus for their work who also use 
Shulman's definition of pedagogical content knowledge. The Comprehension and 
Learning from Text Survey was a paper-and-pencil, constructed response test that used 
science passages similar to those found in fourth- or fifth-grade textbooks. Teachers read 
the passages and were asked to perform the following tasks: (1) identify main ideas from 
a text and potential challenges that students may encounter in the text; (2) assess and 
diagnose students ' comprehension based on their answers to teachers' questions; and (3) 
describe the next instructional move based upon student responses. 
The study included 60 upper elementary teachers who volunteered to participate 
in a yearlong professional development project. Data analysis was conducted by placing 
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teachers' responses for each task along a continuum from most to least closely matching 
an ideal answer. On the first task (i.e., composing a summary that identified the most 
important ideas of the passage), two-thirds of the sample (67%) did not provide a 
summary or incorrectly identified the main ideas. Some teachers created "misleading 
representations" of the text (p. 68). The second task asked teachers to identify areas of the 
text that if not understood would compromise comprehension of the whole passage. Only 
15% of the teachers were able to identify these areas. Most responses focused on 
unfamiliar vocabulary that would inhibit comprehension. The third task on this open-
response test required teachers to review and assess hypothetical students' responses on 
comprehension tasks and plan next instructional steps. About half of the teachers posed 
general questions for more information, and about one-third of the teachers' proposed · 
instruction would have misdirected students to insignificant aspects of the text. Overall, 
Kucan et al. asserted that teachers were unprepared to support students' understanding of 
informational text through text-based discussions. These findings imply that teachers 
must develop an understanding of comprehension as a synthesis of ideas across the text 
and as meaning-construction. Kucan et al. asserted that generic discourse moves (i.e., 
asking for more information) were less effective than contingent discourse (or responsive 
teaching) moves, which were dependent on the students, text, and context. 
Kucan et al.' s (20 11) findings offered insight into teachers' specialized 
knowledge for leading text-based discussions; however, there were several questions 
raised in this study that warrant further research attention. First, no implications were 
suggested about teachers' genre-specific knowledge. Further research is needed to 
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specifically target the aspects of genre-specific knowledge that influence planning and 
instructional actions. Second, the format of the assessment used by Kucan et al. (20 11) 
lacked the dynamics inherent in classroom teaching and was not linked to classroom 
instruction. The complexities of classroom instruction are difficult (at best) to replicate in 
hypothetical scenarios; this has implications for future research. Classroom observations 
and immediate interviews may prompt teachers to provide more detailed descriptions of 
their specialized content knowledge, particularly of informational text comprehension. 
In summary, Reutzel and colleagues (2011) identified difficulties in 
conceptualizing teacher knowledge that other researchers in the field of reading have 
been investigating. Pertinent to this study, they assert that the field of reading has 
inconsistent definitions of what teachers need to know to teach reading. Phelps (2009), 
Phelps and Schilling (2004), and Scott (2009) began to address this concern related to 
reading comprehension, but their work was not genre specific. Another difficulty 
identified by Reutzel et al. (2011) was identifying what information was most important 
in a teachers' instruction. Sanders and Parsons (2009) suggest that instructional 
intentionality was related to first-year teachers' depth of informational text genre 
knowledge and that deeper genre knowledge was related to increased student 
achievement. Their work needs to be further investigated with more experienced 
teachers. Closely related, Reutzel et al. (2011) argued that our field has struggled to 
identify and assess teachers' enacted knowledge, the knowledge used when teaching. 
Kucan et al. (20 11) found that teachers were unprepared to support students' reading and 
discussion of informational texts as measured by constructed-response test, but their 
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study lacked classroom observations to understand if more knowledge would have been 
seen in practice. Research needs to address these gaps in the research. 
Toward a Practice-Based Description of Elementary Teachers' Knowledge of 
Informational Text Comprehension 
The preceding literature review confirmed widespread interest in defining teacher 
knowledge. In some fields (e.g., mathematics), there is a generally well-developed 
understanding of the types of knowledge that comprise requisite teacher knowledge. In 
the discipline of reading, however, requisite teacher knowledge is as yet largely 
undefined. Compelling evidence exists that upper elementary children experience 
difficulty comprehending informational text. A growing body of research in other 
disciplines suggests that higher teacher knowledge contributes to improving children's 
achievement (e.g., Hill, Rowan, & Ball, 2005). Clear descriptions of the knowledge 
needed to effectively teach informational texts will likely inform teacher education and 
professional development programs and will likely improve teacher knowledge about and 
instruction of informational text. Greater teacher knowledge and improved instruction 
should, in tum, support elementary school students' ability to read and respond 
proficiently to informational texts-a fundamental requirement for students to succeed 
both in and out of school (Duke, 2000; Yopp & Yopp, 2012). 
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CHAPTER3 
METHODOLOGY 
The purpose of this study was to examine and define elementary teachers' 
knowledge of informational text comprehension. The following research question framed 
the study: 
• What patterns of knowledge are evident when upper elementary teachers teach 
students to comprehend informational texts? 
Participants 
Five upper elementary teachers, identified by literacy experts as highly effective 
teachers, participated in this study. All were classroom teachers teaching in grades 3-6. 
Participants were identified through reputational case selection, based "on the 
recommendation of an 'expert' or 'key informant"' (Miles & Huberman, 1994, p. 28). In 
determining the sample size for this dissertation, the teacher knowledge studies of 
teachers of English language learners that used observation and recall interviews were 
reviewed (Akbari & Tajik, 2009; Gatbonton, 1999, 2008; Mullock, 2006). In these 
studies, the sample size varied between three to seven teachers. In each study, the 
researchers found differences between individual teachers, but enough similarities to see 
patterns. Across the studies any differences in findings were attributed to the 
demographic differences of participants rather than the size of the sample. This study 
included five teachers in the sample. 
The selection criteria for teachers were determined by synthesizing the criteria 
used in best practice research (Block et al., 2002; Morrow et al., 1999, Pressley et al., 
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2001; Taylor et al., 1999; Taylor et al., 2000) and included the following: 
• Teacher provided instruction for students in grades 3 through 6 in a classroom, 
small group, or one-on-one setting. 
• Teacher provided comprehension instruction of informational texts at least three 
times a week. 
These criteria were chosen because (1) children in upper elementary grades struggle to 
comprehend informational text (Chall et al., 1990) and (2) frequent instruction of 
comprehension of informational text would provide sufficient opportunities to observe 
and document the teacher's teaching practices and routines. 
In this study, one potential threat to validity was that the participating teachers 
were unknown to the researcher and were identified by a third party as exemplary. This 
was potentially problematic because administrators' and supervisors' definition of 
exemplary teaching may differ from the researcher's view (Pressley, Rankin, & Yokoi, 
1996). To minimize this threat, the researcher observed the nominated teachers prior to 
data collection to verify that the participants met the specified criteria. 
The nomination and selection process were as follows: 
1. Twenty-two university professors, district literacy and curriculum coordinators, 
school-based administration, and reading specialists were contacted via email. 
The email described the study, explained the nominating process, and detailed the 
selection criteria (Appendix B). 
2. Nominators forwarded a letter to potential participants who then emailed the 
researcher directly (Appendix C). 
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3. Five nominated teachers contacted the researcher. These teachers expressed 
willingness to participate. Arrangements were made to observe each nominee for 
one lesson that included informational text comprehension to verify that the 
potential participants met the established criteria for this study. A short interview 
was conducted to ascertain the frequency of their comprehension instruction of 
informational texts. 
4. The five observed teachers met the criteria and were invited to participate in the 
study. All agreed and were provided the informed consent form (Appendix D) and 
background questionnaire (Appendix E). 
The five participants were all female, classroom teachers. Teacher background 
information is provided in Table 1. Participating teachers received a $25 voucher to a 
local bookstore for their participation. All names and schools are pseudonyms. 
Table 1 
Teacher Profiles 
Name 
Leslie 
Kalli 
Nina 
Leah 
Theresa 
Grade 
3ra 
3rd 
4th 
6th 
6th 
Total years 
teaching experience 
5 
13 
15 
17 
12 
Highest Degree 
Master's degree in Reading 
Master's degree in Education 
Master's degree in Elementary Education 
Master's degree in Education 
Master's degree in Education 
Setting 
The setting for the study was the Northeastern United States. Data were collected 
at the teacher-participants' respective elementary schools. Two participants (Leah and 
Theresa) taught at Lakeview School, a middle school serving students in grades 6-8 
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located in a suburban community. At the time of this study (i.e., the 2012-2013 school 
year), 84% of their student population achieved proficient or advanced in English 
Language Arts on the state's standardized assessments. The school had been designated 
as a Level2 school based on the criterion: "Not meeting gap narrowing goals." 
Three participants taught at Ferron School, a high-poverty school (receiving 
federal Title 1 funds), located in an urban community serving students in grades K-5. In 
the 2012-2013 school year, 46% of their students achieved proficient or advanced status 
on the state English Language Arts standardized assessment. The school had been 
designated as a Level 1 school based on the criterion: "Meeting gap narrowing goals." 
However, their district had been designated as a Level 4 District by the state, because 
"one or more schools in the district classified into Level4." The Level4 distinction was 
assigned to a school "among lowest achieving and least improving schools." As a result, 
the school district had implemented aggressive test accountability measures, including 
monthly, "formative" test preparation assessments (i.e., ANet) to better prepare students 
for standardized tests. District-wide professional development as well as school-based, 
grade-level meetings focused on analyzing results from these test preparation 
assessments. Additional student demographic information for both schools is presented in 
Table 2. 
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Table 2 
Student Demographic Infonnation 
Race 
African American 
Asian 
Hispanic 
Native American 
White 
Native Hawaiian, Pacific Islander 
Multi-Race, Non-Hispanic 
Low income 
SPED 
ELL 
Lakeview 
School(%) 
4.1 
3.7 
3.8 
0.2 
85.0 
0.0 
3.1 
9.4 
20.3 
0.8 
Data Sources 
Ferron 
School(%) 
6.0 
1.2 
23.9 
0.0 
65.0 
0.0 
3.9 
51.7 
19.6 
6.9 
State(%) 
8.6 
5.9 
16.4 
0.2 
66.0 
0.1 
2.7 
38 
16.8 
7.6 
Data sources included video and audio recordings of lessons, teacher interviews, 
and student texts. 
Lesson Videotape and Audio Recordings 
For each participant, two teacher-selected lessons, where one of the lesson 
objectives was comprehension of informational text, were video and audio recorded. In 
earlier research using stimulated recall interviews (Akbari & Tajik, 2009; Gatbonton, 
1999, 2008; Mullock, 2006), teachers were video recorded for one lesson and participated 
in one stimulated recall interview. In this study, the inclusion of a second video recording 
and interview for each teacher supported a more thorough examination of teacher 
knowledge. 
Each lesson was video recorded using a small video camera set on a tripod at the 
back of the classroom and audio recorded using the iPhone voice memo app. During 
observations, the video camera had a fixed position and focused on the teacher, not the 
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students. The audio files were transcribed verbatim, and all names were changed to 
pseudonyms to de-identify the data. 
Semi-Structured and Stimulated Recall Interviews 
Following each classroom observation teachers participated in semi-structured 
interviews about the content of their lesson and their instructional decisions during the 
lesson. To avoid the threat to validity caused by "contaminated memory" (Gass & 
Mackey, 2000), interviews occurred either immediately following the lesson during the 
teachers' preparation time or at the end of the school day. At most, 4.5 hours transpired 
between the lesson and the interview. 
The interviews were framed by a list of guiding questions adapted from Kucan's 
work (2009; Kucan et al., 2009). Additional questions during the semi-structured portion 
of each interview were related to text selection, planning for use of the text, and student 
considerations that were planned before or addressed during the reading of the text. These 
questions were intended to tap into teachers' genre knowledge of informational text (see 
Appendix F). 
The second part of the interview used Stimulated Recall methodology. This 
research method seeks to "illustrate thought processes" that are otherwise unobservable 
(Gass, 2001, p. 222) and can be used to "explore learners' thought processes (or 
strategies) at the time of an activity or task" (Gass & Mackey, 2000, p. xi) through the 
use of some form of visual recall. Commonly, stimuli used during the interviews are 
video or audio recordings of a particular event that the participant engaged in by the 
participant. As Gass and Mackey (2000) describe, Stimulated Recall interviews "reveal 
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the information attended to during task performance, reflect cognitive events, [and] are 
reliable in that they correlate with behavior" (p. 111). This methodology is popular in 
second language research (Gass & Mackey, 2000) and has also been used in instructional 
decision-making research with teachers (e.g., Gholami & Husu, 2010). 
Two data sources were used as stimulus for recall-video recordings and copies 
of student texts. Similar to the Gatbonton study (1999) and the three partial replication 
studies (Akbari & Tajik, 2009; Gatbonton, 2008; Mullock, 2006), teachers watched 
segments of their video recorded lessons and recalled what they had been thinking while 
they were teaching. At the outset of the interview, the participants were asked if there 
was a particular segment of the lesson that they wished to view and comment on. If so, 
that segment was watched first. 
The researcher also selected segments that highlighted explicit or implicit 
instruction of text structure, text features, reading processes, text vocabulary related to 
the content, or students' questions or answers related to the text or the content. The 
researcher's episodes were chosen because they represented genre-specific elements and 
processes suggested by the literature on teaching comprehension of informational texts 
and were similar to the prompts used in the Comprehension and Learning from Text 
Survey (Kucan et al., 2011). After watching a segment, teachers were asked to "narrate" 
or "think aloud" the episode and to describe their thoughts as they were teaching. 
Teachers were also encouraged to pause a video and comment along the way if they 
chose. 
The interview concluded with two questions. The first question was: "If a 
58 
beginning teacher were going to teach this lesson, what would you tell him/her to 
consider as he/she plans and implements this lesson? Were there potential difficulties in 
the text that you would have him/her be aware of?" This question was adapted from the 
Comprehension and Learning from Text Survey (Kucan et al., 2011). 
The next question was related to the objective of the lesson and asked teachers to 
complete the sentence: "By the end of this lesson, I want students to know ___ ." The 
purpose of this prompt was for the participants to summarize their lesson and the 
interview answers in their own words. Depending on their answers, a follow-up question 
was asked focused on their topical knowledge goals (e.g., What did you want students to 
learn about the topic?) or literacy knowledge goals (e.g., What did you want them to learn 
about reading informational texts?). 
The interviews were audio recorded using the voice memo app on an iPhone and 
later transcribed verbatim. Like the other files, all names were changed to pseudonyms 
and all location information was changed to de-identify the data. 
A potential threat to validity was the contamination of memory in the Stimulated 
Recall interviews. Gass and Mackey (2000, 2005) suggested the following 
recommendations, which were consistently and systematically implemented in this study: 
(a) Conduct the interviews as soon as possible after the activity or incident; {b) Use 
strong stimuli for recall; (c) Minimize researcher interference by allowing the participants 
to select some of the stimulus episodes; (d) A void becoming a conversational partner; (e) 
Pilot test instructions for participants; and (f) Provide instructions in written form for 
participants. 
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Copies of Student Texts 
A copy of the students' texts was obtained at the conclusion of each observed 
lesson and was used in several ways. During the semi-structured interview, the teacher 
was asked questions related to (a) why the text was selected, (b) if there were aspects of 
the text that the teacher anticipated would be difficult, and (c) how the teacher planned 
for potential text-based challenges for this particular group of students. These questions 
were adapted from the Comprehension and Learning from Text Survey (Kucan et al., 
2011). If the teacher desired, the text was available to be examined or used to clarify as 
the video segments were watched. (Because the video camera was in a fixed location at 
the back of the room, the video could not show the text as it was read.) 
All data were stored on the researcher's computer that was password protected 
and were deleted after the data analysis was completed. 
Data Collection Procedures 
Data were collected in May and June 2013 during the regular school year. On all 
data collection occasions, teachers identified convenient dates and times for observations 
and interviews. The teacher determined the lesson duration, which ranged from 28-59 
minutes. Observation notes documented areas of the lesson to highlight during the 
interview. Interviews occurred on the same day and lasted between 56 and 82 minutes 
(see Table 3). Every teacher was observed and interviewed once before the second round 
of observations and interviews began. 
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Table 3 
Data Collected (in minutes) 
Teacher Observation 1 Interview 1 Observation 2 Interview 2 Total time 
Leslie 35 61 34 63 193 
Nina 28 62 49 59 198 
Kalli 59 56 60 60 235 
Theresa 49 56 49 65 218 
Leah 49 82 49 81 261 
Data Analysis Procedures 
Constant comparative analysis (Glaser & Strauss, 1967) was used to analyze the 
data. Each observation and the accompanying interview were coded as one data set. This 
was done intentionally to answer: What did the teacher do? What did the teacher report as 
the thoughts behind the instructional move? What does that say about what the teacher 
knows? 
At the outset of this study, attempts were made to distinguish between content 
knowledge and pedagogical content knowledge similar to Ballet al. (2008). As analyses 
proceeded, there was some evidence of a clear distinction between content knowledge 
and pedagogical content knowledge. Yet, as Scott (2009) found, in many instances 
content knowledge and pedagogical content knowledge were intertwined and 
indistinguishable. When the distinction was clear, each has been labeled separately. 
However, when an explanation or teaching action was such that content knowledge and 
pedagogical content knowledge could not be separated with confidence, the knowledge 
source was labeled as pedagogical content knowledge. 
Data analysis was guided by a coding scheme and analysis procedures developed 
in a related pilot study (Condie, 2014). Coding began by identifying the effective 
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instruction in an observation. The accompanying interview was then coded and provided 
further explanation of the teacher's knowledge related to the teaching action. This 
process continued for each data set. 
The first step of analysis was to identify coding units, or episodes of instruction, 
within the lesson transcripts. Episodes were designated by changes in teaching process 
(e.g., demonstration, guided practice, independent practice), or changes in the type of 
learning context (e.g., whole class, small group, partner). For example, one episode 
included the teacher activating students' background knowledge prior to reading. The 
next episode began as the students separated into small groups to read a text together. 
The next phase of analysis specified the content of each episode in the lesson 
transcripts. Allington's (2002) criteria of effective literacy instruction, namely Teaching 
Action, Text, Talk, and Task, provided a lens to analyze the participant's instruction. An 
additional code, Purpose, (Guthrie et al., 1999, Guthrie et al., 2004) emerged from the 
data and was used to designate whether the purpose of the lesson was explicitly or 
implicitly stated, and if the purpose of the episode was focused on topical knowledge 
goals (i.e., learning about zoos), literacy knowledge goals (i.e., describing author's craft), 
or a balance of topical and literacy knowledge goals. 
The accompanying interview was then examined for instances in which the 
teacher explained or interpreted teaching actions during those episodes or segments. 
Another set of codes was applied to interview data to describe the domains of knowledge 
that were represented as the teacher-participant explained or interpreted her teaching 
actions. These were adapted from the literature on teacher knowledge and included 
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Knowledge of Students (Ballet al., 2008; Phelps & Schilling, 2004, Phelps, 2009), 
Knowledge of Reading (Phelps & Schilling, 2004, Phelps, 2009; Snow et al., 2005), 
Knowledge of the Genre of Informational Text (Kucan et al., 2011; Scott, 2009), 
Knowledge of General Teaching Practices (Shulman, 1986; 1987), and Knowledge of 
Topical Content (Shulman, 1986; 1987). 
To guide accurate and consistent use of each code, a coding manual was 
developed that specified definitions of each code (see Appendix G). To address possible 
biases in coding the data, a second coder was used to ensure that the coding scheme was 
trustworthy and applied consistently to the transcripts. This coder was a reading specialist 
with experience as an elementary teacher and research assistant. He was previously 
trained to use the coding manual during the pilot study. A training to review the manual 
for this study took place in one three hour session. After an explanation and discussion of 
each of the codes, the primary researcher and the second coder jointly discussed and 
coded one data set. The researcher provided feedback and clarification and adjusted the 
coding manual to reconcile differences until consensus was achieved. Once there was a 
shared understanding of the codes, the raters independently coded an additional data set 
( 10% of the total corpus) using the revised coding manual. The raters met again to verify 
that the data were coded in alignment with the agreed upon coding scheme and 
definitions. Coded transcripts were examined, interrater agreement was calculated as a 
consensus agreement, and differences in coding were discussed and resolved. For the 
observation codes, percent of exact agreement was calculated at 86%, suggesting 
construct validity because the percentage was greater than 70% (Stemler, 2004). This 
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statistical analysis was used because the two raters coded a limited number of episodes. 
For the interview codes, Cohen's kappa was calculated, because it is "designed to 
estimate the degree of consensus between two judges after correcting the percent-
agreement figure for the amount of agreement that could be expected by chance alone," 
was calculated (p. 3). Stemler (2004) suggests values between 0.41-0.60 are moderate, 
and values above 0.6 are substantial. Table 4 presents the values of kappa for each of the 
seven knowledge domains. All values of kappa were either moderate or substantial 
suggesting that the codes were interpreted and applied consistently, again suggesting 
construct validity. 
Table 4 
Values of Kappa by Code 
Code 
Knowledge of Students 
Knowledge of Reading 
Knowledge of the Genre of Informational Text 
Knowledge of Topical Content 
Knowledge of Context 
Knowledge of Curriculum 
Knowledge of General Teaching Practices 
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Cohen's Kappa 
0.76 
1.00 
0.84 
0.93 
1.00 
0.64 
0.44 
CHAPTER4 
Results 
This chapter presents findings of the patterns of knowledge that informed five 
upper elementary teachers ' instruction of informational text comprehension. The 
following research question framed the study: 
• What patterns of knowledge are evident when upper elementary teachers teach 
students to comprehend informational texts? 
Data sources included observations of two lessons selected by the teachers and follow-up 
interviews with each of the five teachers. The interviews included their explanations and 
interpretations as they viewed selected video recorded lesson segments and also their 
responses to additional interview questions. 
The findings from each teacher will be presented as a separate case study. As each 
case study was developed, the goal was to determine the most prominent and influential 
patterns of knowledge that informed the teachers' instruction of informational text 
comprehension. To be clear, the purpose of this study was not to evaluate teachers but to 
identify what knowledge they drew on to teach this genre. Each case study begins with a 
description of the two observed lessons. Then, results are organized according to seven 
knowledge domains, selected for two reasons: first, they were most salient in the research 
literature on teacher knowledge, and second, these were the knowledge domains that 
emerged from the analysis of the data. These domains of knowledge will be addressed 
separately: (1) Knowledge of Students-knowledge of their students' backgrounds, 
learning characteristics, and needs; (2) Knowledge of Reading-knowledge of reading 
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process, reading demands, and instructional strategies to support students' reading; and 
(3) Knowledge of the Genre of Informational Text-knowledge of genre-specific reading 
and text characteristics. These knowledge domains had many overlapping characteristics 
and will be presented together: (4) Knowledge of General Teaching Practices-
knowledge of instructional strategies that could be applied to any subject area or activity; 
(5) Knowledge of Curriculum-knowledge of the resources available, ability to evaluate 
these resources' strengths and weaknesses, and awareness of grade-level standards; (6) 
Knowledge of Context-knowledge of the larger context of education, including 
standardized testing demands and policy changes; and (7) Knowledge of Topical 
Content-knowledge of the topic in the text, use of content goals, and instruction to 
support students' content development. Presentation of each case concludes with a 
summary of findings. 
Case Study 1: Leah 
Leah had taught for 17 years and was currently teaching sixth-grade science. She 
held a Master's degree in Education. Her class periods were 48 minutes long with about 
30 students in each class. Her two observations totaled 96 minutes. The accompanying 
interviews were administered on the same day as the lesson either during her preparation 
period or after school and totaled 163 minutes. 
Lesson 1 Overview. Leah explained to her class the purpose of the lesson: "We 
focused[ ... on] drugs and what they do yesterday. Today we are going to focus on what 
actually happens inside the brain [with drug use] and the different parts of the brain." 
Leah first displayed a diagram of the brain with labeled parts (i.e., cerebellum, 
66 
hippocampus), and she distributed a text from Kids' Discovery magazine and a text 
adapted from a United States government-sponsored website. She then handed out a note-
taking packet to write facts for each section of the text. Students read and responded in 
small groups. Leah circulated around to each group asking questions about the content 
and answering questions related to vocabulary in the text (e.g., inhibited). 
Lesson 2 Overview. Leah's second lesson took place 11 days later. During 
Leah's interview, she stated that the purpose of this lesson was for students "to identify 
the two main drugs that [were] impacting them in their lives," specifically prescription 
drugs and inhalants. Leah showed a segment from 60 Minutes featuring a scientist from 
the National Institute for Drug Addition, pausing to explain MRI images of the brain, 
posing questions for students, and making connections between the video and what 
students knew about the brain and about drugs. Before reading, Leah reminded students 
how to highlight important things to remember from their reading. Students worked in 
small groups reading an article describing the alarming effects of inhalants concluding 
with a tragic story of a teenager's death due to "sudden sniffing death." Leah visited each 
group to be sure they understood how drugs were impacting the brain, if the students 
were strategically highlighting, and how students were processing the sad ending of the 
article. 
Knowledge sources that informed instruction of informational text comprehension. 
Knowledge of Students. The most prominent theme in Leah's observations and 
interviews was her Knowledge of Students. This domain was coded 106 times, more than 
any knowledge source in her case and more than any other teacher in this study. In 22 of 
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these instances, she commented on students' individual needs, (i.e., two girls who wore 
hearing aids) and she also commented on students' general needs (i.e., the peer pressure 
and social needs of sixth graders), demonstrating that she knew her students individually 
and collectively. Most commonly her references to students were about which students 
were grouped together, how she decided who needed her attention or additional 
instruction, and how students would engage with the task (i.e., rushing to get through the 
assignment, reading too selectively for answers). She deliberately and consistently 
eavesdropped on the group conversations and monitored students' developing 
understanding. As evidence, there were 20 instances describing the content connections 
students were making, content goals she held for students, or evaluating students' 
understanding of the content. In an illustrative example, Leah shared her excitement 
about one group's learning: "They are understanding. They are connecting that the 
inhalant is a depressant. [ ... ] They are connecting that the depressant can be deadly." 
Two characteristics of her Knowledge of Students demonstrated how she used 
this knowledge to inform her instruction, clearly demonstrating her ability to connect her 
Knowledge of Students to her pedagogical content knowledge. First, she knew students' 
home situations and used this information as she considered how to present the unit on 
drug addiction. She explained, "There are a couple of kids in here that have some serious 
issues going on at home. [ ... ]I have to be very careful about how I approach the subject . 
because 'It's Mom, or it's Dad, or my it's sister, or my brother."' This knowledge shaped 
her thinking as she considered how to respond to students' queries and concerns. In one 
example, a student asked if all painkillers were bad. Her response was: "Sometimes those 
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receptors [in the brain] do need to be inhibited because you just had surgery." After 
viewing this segment, Leah wondered during her interview, "Is she asking [the question] 
because she knows someone who takes pain [medication]? You are not going to heal if 
you [have pain.]'' This example demonstrates how Leah was aware, conscientious, and 
respectful of her students' home lives and how she used this information to respond to 
their questions about drugs. 
Another way Leah connected her Knowledge of Students to her pedagogical 
content knowledge was in the connections she made between what students were learning 
in school to their out-of-school interests. Although noted only four times, it was rarely 
seen in the other cases in this study indicating its uniqueness. In one of these examples, 
Leah knew one student watched SportsCenter every night and used that information to 
help him learn the reading strategy: 
T: That star up there [on the board] is to highlight the important parts, the key 
parts. Like in sports on SportsCenter. I know you like sports. Do they show you 
the whole game again? 
S: No, they show you the best of what happened, the highlights . .. 
Later, he needed further explanation: 
T: When you're highlighting, you just highlight the important, the key parts. Not 
the whole thing. If you watched baseball and it was the first inning and there were 
three outs on each side, would they talk about it? 
S:No. 
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T: Not really. Would they go into details about how amazing it was when Big 
Papi hit a homerun? 
S: Yes. 
T: Right. That would be a highlight. It wouldn't be a highlight if it weren't the 
best part. The same thing is here. We don't need to remember a lot of these 
things. Like some things are important, but maybe the section with the problems 
with inhalants, I would highlight that part. 
Throughout the four instances, it was clear that Leah kept her students in mind as she 
considered how to present the topic and how to connect the content and the reading 
strategy to their personal lives. Her "student lens" was her most dominant domain of 
knowledge informing her instruction of informational text comprehension. 
Knowledge of Reading. Although Leah began her interview calling herself a 
science teacher, not a reading teacher, in her observed lessons and interviews she 
consistently and repeatedly demonstrated her Knowledge of Reading. Of the 43 times 
Knowledge of Reading was coded, 24 were references to students' difficulties reading 
and comprehending the text. Leah described the reading strategies and the types of 
reading experiences she wanted her students to have as follows: "I want them to read the 
information. Have trouble with it sometimes. Process it, and then 'Let's go back and look 
at the comprehension piece. [ ... ]What do drugs impact?" ' But, she believed her students 
often were not having these experiences-that they were reading and responding to brief 
sections of a text rather than reading a full text and then reflecting and synthesizing. She 
said: "They just want to say, 'Oh, this is the only section that I need to read and I need to 
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take information. [ ... ] They are very selective what they are reading." She attributed 
some of this reading behavior to the test-taking strategies students had been taught, 
stating: 
That is how we assess kids. "Go back to paragraph seven, what does this 
inference mean?'' So instead of saying, "Find inferencing from this [text] and give 
an example," the kids are directed to go to a certain paragraph. [ . .. ]The 
inferencing is identified for them and then they have to explain it. [ ... But, reading 
for meaning] is a life skill. Differentiating between the two [approaches to 
reading] is hard for them. 
Later in the interview, she returned to the same idea: "I want them to read the whole 
[science] text and then reflect. Which, again, is not what we teach when we take the 
[standardized test] ." Implied in these statements, Leah knew about the reading process 
and could articulate the reading strategies she wanted her students to use. 
In another common pattern in her Knowledge of Reading, Leah evaluated 
students' difficulty identifying important versus interesting information, a critical strategy 
when reading informational text. She mentioned this strategy or students ' use of this 
strategy 12 times throughout her interviews, often returning to the topic to add more 
commentary. She had specifically chosen to review this strategy as a way for students to 
access the text stating, "I knew it was a challenging text." In one example after reading 
with a small group, she asked students what was important in the section they had just 
read. A student responded, "Three pounds." Leah acknowledged his response and 
redirected him to the topic sentence comparing the brain to a command center: "That is a 
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fact. [ ... ]What about the first sentence? What does it say? What about a command 
center?" She noticed another group of students underusing this strategy: "They are 
thinking about [the highlighting strategy] now. So, now we are not covering anything. 
Some kids are not doing any highlighting." Similarly, another group was having 
difficulty and were highlighting large sections of text. As Leah worked with this latter 
group, she guided them to consider what they had highlighted, "I'm wondering if 
everything in here is worth reading?" She then provided an explicit example of targeting 
the most important part of the section. In both lessons, determining important information 
was clearly difficult for her students, particularly as they were reading more challenging 
texts. Leah acknowledged this difficulty in both interviews. In the first interview, she 
summarized students' reading behavior: "They can miss the bigger picture." Leah added 
in the second interview, "They are missing the part that they need to key into." After 
watching several excerpts with students struggling with this strategy, Leah wondered 
aloud: "Should I have [the text] highlighted for them? Which I hope not, but I was also 
thinking I should just give them [a text] that is [already] highlighted." Overall, Leah's 
Knowledge of Reading was evident in that she knew an effective reading strategy for 
reading informational text and could evaluate her students' difficulty with the strategy, 
demonstrating some content knowledge of reading, but seemed to lack an understanding 
of how to teach it so students would become independent, evidence of a less-developed 
aspect of her pedagogical content knowledge. 
Another aspect of Leah's Know ledge of Reading was her understanding that the 
text's vocabulary knowledge factored into her students' comprehension difficulties, 
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mentioned six of the 24 times as she discussed their challenges. She framed questions 
about the big concepts indicating her awareness that asking students to retrieve 
information in response to questions could help them clarify understanding and 
remember information. Her questions (e.g., What can happen with a depressant?) were 
related to specialized content words, or Tier Three (Beck & McKeown, 2013) words, 
typically used in informational texts. Leah also took opportunities to provide the 
definition of individual words (i.e., asphyxiation) in the text and to teach morphologically 
similar words, such as in prescribed and prescription. She understood that understanding 
morphemes could help students define unfamiliar words. 
Closely related, Leah also identified an additional contributor to students' 
comprehension difficulties, specifically the idioms in their text (i.e., tip of the iceberg, 
bucking the trend.) She explained, "Those were the general phrases that [made the text] 
above grade level." She thought that if she explained these idioms, "those little tiny 
sayings wouldn't get them hung up, and they would focus more on the science." As she 
noticed students struggling, she explained the meaning of these phrases and then linked 
them back to the text: 
T: What does bucking the trend mean? 
S: Maybe a horse bucks. 
T: You are on the right track. When a horse bucks, what do they do? 
S: It sends the rider up. 
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T: It sends the rider up and the back legs go up. So, the trend in here (the article) 
is talking about the drug use is going down. But there's one type of drug that is 
rising. So, bucking the trend means that that drug is rising. 
Leah knew that explaining text vocabulary could help students read that text. More 
importantly, she explained the unknown phrase in relation to the meaning in the passage. 
Leah's Knowledge of Reading included identifying the vocabulary challenges students 
faced and keeping her explanation of these words and phrases closely aligned to the text, 
thereby helping students' comprehension. 
Leah also applied her Knowledge of Reading as she scaffolded students' learning. 
In both lessons, she developed a study guide that aligned either to the text's headings or 
to the key vocabulary. The organization of these study guides suggested her awareness of 
the importance of headings as indicators of important information and of vocabulary and 
its importance to overall text comprehension. She explained how these guides were 
meant to scaffold students' reading: "[If I] give them a tool to use when they are reading 
the text, then they own the text a little bit more." She also had students create their own 
definitions of target vocabulary to help students gain a deeper understanding of the 
content. She shared: 
I was thinking, "How can [I] make this easy to understand?" Because I could give 
you the definition and you could just write it down. But if you come up with your 
own, it's better than me saying, "The neurons are found in the brain, and they're a 
type of cell that will die if you do anything really bad." 
Leah's goal was for students to understand the content. She chose ways to scaffold the 
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text to support students' learning. She knew about reading, and she applied this 
knowledge as she taught reading. There were instances where adapting her instruction 
would have been beneficial, such as modeling the determining importance strategy again, 
and other times where she successfully helped students comprehend the text, as in using 
the study guide and in her text-based explanations of the target vocabulary, 
demonstrating aspects of her well-developed and less-developed pedagogical content 
knowledge. 
Knowledge of the Genre of Informational Texts. A component of Leah's 
Knowledge about Reading was her Knowledge of the Genre of Informational Texts, 
mentioned an infrequent six times during her interviews. Describing her pedagogical 
decisions, she explained, 
At the beginning of the year, I tend to use a reading level that is maybe even two 
grades lower for something like this [topic.] So that they can be successful in 
extracting the essential learning[ ... ] But since we are in May, I can give them 
sixth-grade, end-of-the-year reading material. 
Leah considered the language demands of informational text, knowing students would 
encounter new concepts and new vocabulary, and made pedagogical decisions to support 
students' reading. 
Leah also discussed the structure of the informational texts with her students, 
another example of her Knowledge of the Genre of Informational Text. It is important to 
note that she was not referring to the rhetorical structure of the genre (e. g., 
compare/contrast, cause/effect), but rather the role of the introduction and how a 
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paragraph was structured in informational text. After watching a group skip the 
introduction, she said in frustration, "I wanted them to hear it. [ ... ] The introduction is the 
big picture of the whole article." She also noticed students struggling with the paragraph 
structure: "[The text] talked quite a bit in one section about memory loss. And then it 
summed it up at the bottom with a concluding sentence about inhalants effecting memory 
loss." Knowing that some of the students had not caught the importance of the 
concluding sentence, she explained, "They couldn't paraphrase [the paragraph]. They 
would get caught up in the quotes and in the minor details and they wouldn't see the big 
picture." Implicit in these examples is Leah's awareness of how a writer of informational 
text uses an introduction to present the overall topic and engage the reader and how the 
writer may use the topic sentence to conclude rather than begin a paragraph. 
Throughout Leah's observations and interviews, there were only two references to 
text features. Specifically, after analyzing the text, she explained that she liked how the 
headings, which she called "headlines," were in the form of a question, and used these 
headings to focus her students' reading. Implicit in this statement and in her use of the 
headings was her understanding that writers of informational text use headings and 
subheadings to highlight the "big ideas" and signal topical shifts for each section. She 
also identified how her students honed in on the bold words failing to read the remainder 
of the text. In this example, Leah knew the importance of bold words and how they 
signaled key concepts for readers in informational text, and she could evaluate students' 
overuse of these words. Though rarely mentioned, Leah demonstrated accurate, but 
limited in scope, Knowledge of the Genre of Informational Text. 
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Knowledge of Curriculum and General Teaching Practices. In Leah's 
observations and interviews, there were few instances coded as Knowledge of General 
Teaching Practices, Knowledge of Curriculum, and Knowledge of Context, and most of 
these times were co-coded with Knowledge of Students or Knowledge of Topical 
Content. For example, Knowledge of General Teaching Practices was coded only ten 
times and most were related to students. In particular, Leah noted her deliberate decisions 
to group students based on these factors: reading ability, work ethic of students (e.g., 
students who all worked hard or who all worked too fast), and the amount of support 
Leah would needto provide to learn the content. Leah understood the general strategy of 
collaborative learning and the need to facilitate group work through teacher mediation 
and implemented these strategies using her Knowledge of Students. 
Mentioned only four times during her interviews, Leah was aware of the larger 
context of education, but it did not significantly impact her instmction. Her Knowledge 
of Context was evident in that she understood federal policies and voiced criticism: "No 
Child Left Untested." As mentioned earlier, Leah also felt a push-pull relationship as she 
described students' difficulty reading in a deep way rather than the test-taking reading 
strategies they had been taught. In all, there was little evidence that these policies and the 
related standardized tests were influential in her pedagogical decisions. 
In 12 instances, Leah drew on her Knowledge of Curriculum related to her grade-
level curriculum and standards. She discussed previous topics in the drug addiction unit 
(e.g., stimulants, depressants), previous units taught earlier in the year (e.g., three science 
strands and two previous health strands), and content covered in other classrooms (e.g., 
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literary language). This knowledge provided information about her students' background 
knowledge and previous learning experiences. 
Most of the instances coded as Knowledge of Curriculum were also drawing on 
her Knowledge of the Content, evident in her selection of multiple sources of information 
to achieve content goals. For one of the lessons, she chose a video to introduce the 
lesson's content. She explained that her purpose was: "So they can hear the words for the 
first time, or so that they know what they are going to see [in the reading.]" She also 
wanted to connect their unit of study to a larger science context: "I wanted them to 
actually see what scientists are doing to actually get this information. Because there isn't 
really a lab .. . I could do mini activities, but there is no way I could ever simulate this in 
the classroom." Leah's curricular decisions were influenced by content objectives. 
Repeatedly throughout her interviews and observations, Leah evaluated available 
resources. In one of the 11 times this evaluation was noted, she criticized her school's 
resources: "The information that we have is from 1994. [ ... ]It's dated. It's not current. 
It's an old program that doesn't meet the current needs of the kids. [ ... ] It misses the boat 
on what the kids need to know now for what's out in their world." She used her curricular 
knowledge, her Knowledge of Students, as well as her topical knowledge to find texts 
that provided accurate content and were context-specific for her students. An interesting 
"trademark" of Leah's instruction, particular! y important as students read informational 
text, was how explicitly she specified the sources of content to students. To introduce one 
text, she explained to students, "I have taken all this information from a government 
website, and it deals with teens and how to talk to them about drugs." To introduce the 
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video, Leah told her students: 
It's a doctor, and it's the [National Institute on Drug Abuse.] That's been in a lot 
of your news articles. She's studying how the brain reacts when an addiction 
happens. She is going to show you pictures in this video of what happens and how 
the chemicals are released [ ... ] as you've read in many of the articles and some of 
the work that we've done. 
Leah explained why she was so intent on describing the source of the content: 
I want them to know where we are getting our source from. If they are getting 
their source from somewhere else, I want to know where they are getting their 
source from. I think Wikipedia has some really great aspects to it, but it also has 
some really negative aspects to it. [ . . . ]Where you get your information is 
important. 
Implicit in her source introductions and this explanation is an understanding of the 
importance of the validity of the information in the text and her desire to model for 
students where to seek trustworthy sources of information. 
Leah was also aware of what she did and did not know about drugs and drug 
addiction and was not afraid to admit it to students. Knowledge of Topical Content was 
coded 50 times throughout the interviews, second in frequency only to Knowledge of 
Students. There were 15 instances where Leah described the content goals of her 
instruction and her considerations as she prepared to teach the content. For her first 
lesson, she stated in her interview that she wanted students to "learn about the parts of the 
brain that [are altered by drugs and] lead towards addiction. [ ... ]The kids [need] to 
79 
understand that there is a chemical change in someone's brain." Leah also used her 
topical knowledge and her Knowledge of Students to be sure students understood that 
there were "good" and "bad" drugs. She asked students, "How many of you have ever 
had to take Tylenol before? Or Advil? That's a drug." During the interview, she shared 
her point in asking these questions: "They have to know[ . . . ] even good drugs can tum 
into bad drugs. [ ... ]I don't want them to think that it is not okay to take medicine, but to 
know the difference between medicine and something that is hurtful or has the potential 
to be." 
For her second lesson, Leah stated her content goals in her lesson and interview: 
"The purpose was to identify the two main drugs that are impacting their lives." At times 
in her lesson, she presented drugs' impact on the brain from a scientific approach, such as 
"drugs interfere with the receptors and neurons." In other instances, Leah took a more 
emotional stance wanting to combat their naive belief: "They think [drug addiction] can 
never happen to them." She had invited a parent who was an ER doctor to talk about 
drugs, how difficult it was to treat drug withdrawal, and the harrowing experience telling 
parents their teenage child had died from drug overdose. Leah described why she made 
these choices: "One of the articles that I read was that the inhalants and the prescription 
drugs are most prevalent in this age group-in the pre-teen and the teen age 
group ... because they have access to them." These insights from her personal study about 
drug addiction informed her choices of texts and how she presented the content, evidence 
of her pedagogical content knowledge. 
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Summary. In all, Leah's instruction of informational text comprehension was 
most informed by her Knowledge of Students and her Knowledge of Topical Content. 
Every decision seemed to be intentionally directed to helping students learn the content. 
Importantly, at least in this unit of study, her purpose of content learning was not to build 
students' textbook-like knowledge, but to help her students be informed of the accessible 
drugs to them and the potential effects of overdose. Her content goals were authentic, 
intended for purposes outside of school learning. As she taught students about reading 
and the genre of informational texts, the focus was gleaning important information about 
the topic. Knowledge of Reading, the third most common domain, was seen as Leah used 
literacy as a vehicle to learn the content. This approach may be one of the reasons she 
referred to herself as a science teacher, not a reading teacher. That said, with her clear, 
authentic content goals in mind, her reading instruction was sufficient. 
Case Study 2: Kalli 
Kalli was a third-grade teacher with 13 years of experience and a Master's degree 
in Education. She had about 20 students in her classroom for each lesson. Her observed 
lessons totaled 119 minutes, and the accompanying interviews occurred on the same day 
after school and lasted 116 minutes. 
Lesson 1 Overview. Kalli presented a lesson on the symbols of weather fronts. 
She began by discussing a digital image from a news forecast. Students then chorally 
read a poster defining the four weather fronts (e.g., occluded front, stationary front), and 
previewed a text by reading all of the headings aloud. Children took turns reading the text 
aloud in small groups while Kalli visited each group, and then they watched a video 
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about weather fronts. Students then completed a cut-and-paste activity matching 
definitions and terms related to fronts. To conclude the lesson, Kalli asked students to 
define each weather term. 
Lesson 2 Overview. Kalli ' s second lesson occurred three weeks after the first 
observation and interview. Previously in the school year, Kalli ' s had taught a unit 
including how the earth rotates around the sun causing seasons. In this lesson at the end 
of the school year, Kalli taught her students a brief unit (i.e. , three days) on solar systems, 
specifically introducing characteristics of the planets, sun, and meteors. Students worked 
in groups and were given a text on one planet (i.e., Jupiter). Most groups read the text 
silently to themselves, and then they used these planet texts to prepare posters for future 
presentations to the Kindergarten classes. The poster directions included using several 
informational text features (e.g., diagrams, labels, fact boxes). Kalli circulated among 
groups, checked student work before providing materials for a "final draft" poster, and 
clarified misconceptions. The lesson concluded with students sharing facts from their 
posters with the rest of the class. 
Knowledge sources that informed instruction of informational text comprehension. 
Knowledge of Students. Knowledge of Students was Kalli's most common 
pattern coded 85 times. Of those, 25 instances were in relation to how students engaged 
in assigned tasks. Nine additional instances were in relation to Kalli's identification of 
students' misconceptions related to the topic (e.g., The sun is a planet). Looking across 
these 85 instances, Kalli described students as a collective whole, rarely mentioning 
individual students except to identify "high" or "low" readers. This example from her 
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interview showed her collective Knowledge of Students: "Even though I thought the 
interest level would be there [with the texts about planets], it was pleasantly surprising to 
hear that they [were] doing their own research outside of this project and checking books 
out [at the library] on the topic." Only once did Kalli mention a student's out-of-school 
interest (i.e., Star Wars). Although Kalli's students were acquiring English as an 
additional language, and as students growing up in low-income homes, may have had 
fewer language learning opportunities than their higher income peers, at no point did 
Kalli mention language learning needs. 
There were 19 instances coded as evaluating student understanding, a pattern in 
Kalli's Knowledge of Students. She asked many questions following the Initiate-
Response-Evaluate routine, where teacher questions are answered with short phrases or 
one-word answers and the teacher responds by providing feedback. This type of 
questioning is helpful to discern students' understanding of facts, but less so in assessing 
deeper content knowledge and synthesis of information. In another example at the end of 
the weather lesson, students were asked about the different fronts. Every participating 
child read the answer from the cut-and-paste worksheet. There was little evidence that 
students had learned the differences between the weather fronts, the objective of the 
lesson, and could describe these fronts in their own words. In her interview, Kalli did not 
seem concerned that students could not identify the information without reading: "I hope 
most of [them] get this [information about weather fronts], but I'm not really expecting 
all of [them] to get this." She desired, at the very least, for students to say, "That's a cold 
front on the map." For her "higher kids," she wanted them to identify what makes a front 
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and know the names of the different fronts. Similarly, during the solar system lesson, 
students could talk to their partners about the planets, but then shared facts copied 
verbatim from their texts to their posters at the end of the lesson. A student read, "The 
sun gives off light, and heat reaches earth variably. The rest goes into space." After 
watching this excerpt and a few others, Kalli remarked that she was "happy that 
[students] were referencing their-text," but either did not notice or did not acknowledge 
students' surface-level understanding of the topic. Collectively, students appeared to give 
the "right" answers, but there was little evidence that Kalli knew whether individual 
students understood the material without reading notes. 
Knowledge of Reading. Several patterns were found highlighting Kalli's 
Knowledge of Reading, ranked fourth of the seven domains in the analysis. First, she 
identified and named reading strategies. During these observed lessons, no reading 
strategies were specifically taught; however, there was clear evidence that students had 
learned strategies previously in the year. For example, Kalli pointed out a student who 
chose to draw pictures to remember the weather fronts as he read the text and watched the 
video, implying that she had taught students to use drawing to visualize new information. 
In another example, after watching an episode where she spotlighted a student who was 
underlining words, Kalli remarked, "Other than referencing the headings and 
subheadings, we didn't talk about any other strategies to help them get through the text. It 
was nice to see them underlining, because we certainly worked on that strategy. It was 
great to see them apply it themselves." However, it was unclear what the children were 
underlining. In one illustrative example, after a long discussion about why Pluto was no 
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longer considered a planet, Kalli celebrated. a group who underlined "Pluto is about -370 
degrees Fahrenheit" as an important fact. This fact was later copied from the text to their 
poster. The students showed no understanding that Pluto was cold due to its distance 
from the sun nor did students recognize the important fact from their extensive 
discussions that "the definition of Pluto had changed." Student learning is .a strong . 
indicator that Kalli could use her pedagogical content knowledge to teach reading. Kalli's 
student had learned the reading strategy she had taught, but students needed additional 
support to apply these strategies on a more difficult text that included "mixed messages." 
Another clear pattern in Kalli's Knowledge of Reading were contradictions in her 
application of reading strategies. As they read the selected texts looking for information 
for the poster, Kalli described a common reading strategy they were to use: "Go back in 
the text and pull out a fact." She described this as "skimming and scanning." Students 
appeared to be using this strategy during part of the lesson, but Kalli expressed frustration 
that students were having a difficult time identifying facts around a "cohesive theme," not 
"random snippets" about the planets in their assigned texts. She failed to recognize that 
the cause of students' "random snippets" may have been the reading strategy she had 
taught, "pull[ing] out a fact." Although Kalli could name and teach reading strategies, at 
times she provided contradictory messages about what and how to use the strategy, 
indicating that her pedagogical content knowledge may have been incomplete. 
Another aspect of Kalli's Knowledge of Reading was her focus on vocabulary. As 
Kalli began her lesson on weather fronts, she asked students to identify unfamiliar words 
(e.g., overtakes) that were "not science vocabulary" (i.e. , occluded front) , and defined 
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students' identified words for the whole class. During the interview, she identified words 
that she would define as Tier Two words (Beck & McKeown, 2013), words that may 
impede students' comprehension because of their nuanced meaning or unfamiliarity. Of 
note, when Kalli defined these Tier Two words, she made specific connections to the 
text. To explain overtakes, she connected the definition to the content and illustrated with 
her hands: "When one bubble of air overtakes another bubble of air, it comes over it and 
beats it, as if it is racing." Implicit in this example is Kalli's awareness that vocabulary 
helps a reader comprehend the text if the meaning is related back to the text. She 
identified the science words as Tier Three words, or specialized, content words (e.g., 
stationary front), typical in informational text. She defined these words on the poster. 
Kalli identified the differences between Tier Two and Tier Three words during her 
interview. This knowledge of vocabulary represents accurate content knowledge of 
reading that Kalli used to effectively teach this aspect of informational texts, an area of 
her well-developed and well-informed pedagogical content knowledge. 
Knowledge of the Genre of Informational Text. Kalli's Knowledge of the Genre 
of Informational Text appeared infrequently in her data, coded only 15 times, and was 
well-developed in some aspects and less so in others. Kalli wanted students to learn "the 
vocabulary of informational texts,"-referring to the names of the text features (i.e., 
headings, captions). She also described the "most important" aspect of teaching 
informational text as helping students to use the "structure." Her description of structure 
was related to how students used "the diagrams and pictures and maps and charts [ . .. to 
help them] navigate an informational text." She elaborated, 
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Going over glossary, [Table of] Contents, index, and making sure the kids know 
what those are, where to find them, how they deal with a word that they don't 
know, how they can use the diagrams to help them. [ ... ]It's important to have the 
foundation of how to look for the characteristics [ ... and] be able to point them out 
and say, "This is what they do. This how they can help me understand the text." 
Although she clearly knew the text features and students used these features in the lesson, 
Kalli was unaware of the rhetorical structure of informational texts and thus was unable 
to teach students how authors organize information in this genre, an apparent gap in her 
content knowledge similar to the other teachers in this study. 
Kalli's instruction focused on text features in several additional ways. First, she 
used headings to set a purpose for reading. In one lesson, Kalli introduced the text by 
reviewing the text features: "You have one heading, and then you have subheadings. 
Remember that your heading almost looks like your title. Then, your subheading is going 
to be smaller." Students read the headings aloud (e.g., What is a cold front?). Then, Kalli 
reminded students, "We should be able to answer all of these questions [posed in the 
headings] when we are done." Kalli later added, "Remember when you read your 
headings and you read your subheadings, it is setting your purpose for reading." Implicit 
in these statements is her knowledge that writers of informational text use heading to 
identify important information and can be used to focus readers' attention, demonstrating 
well-developed content knowledge and pedagogical content knowledge. 
Additionally, these text features were the focus of the planet posters students were 
creating. Kalli spotlighted two student posters as "examples" for the class. During the 
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interview she talked about why she had selected these posters. One poster presented 
information as a series of text features (e.g., diagram, factboxes), without additional 
running text. She remembered, "Their poster [was] one of the diagrams in the book," 
acknowledging that many students had copied directly from their texts. The other 
spotlighted poster was written as a narrative telling a story with facts about the sun. She 
described this poster as "thinking outside the box" and commented on the parallel to the 
Magic School Bus series where elements were added that were "not part of the facts, but 
it [caught the readers'] attention." Many consider these hybrid genres to be confusing for 
students (Duke, 2000). Consequently, these examples provided conflicting messages to 
students about the genre of informational text and how authors wrote in this genre. 
Additionally, Kalli only used the availability of text features to evaluate text 
difficulty, another indication of her limited Knowledge of the Genre of Informational 
Texts. She described the texts about planets: 
The higher level book-it was just a couple of photographs and all text with some 
headings. There wasn't a lot of[ ... ] graphics, like charts and diagrams. [ ... ]The 
more challenging book did not have a lot of the typical features of [an 
informational text] that we use [ ... ]to help them with comprehension. 
She contrasted the "easier books" she had selected for other students: "The 
content was similar, but there were more pictures and diagrams and charts to help them. 
It was organized differently with more text boxes. So, they are reading in smaller 
chunks." Similarly, Kalli specifically liked that the weather texts included symbols and 
subheadings. Her evaluation was based on the available text features. Although text 
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features are useful in supporting comprehension, Kalli did not evaluate a text's difficulty 
by the content, the requisite background knowledge her students needed to comprehend 
these texts, or the rhetorical structure. Kalli's Knowledge of the Genre of Informational 
Texts included an awareness of the vocabulary difficulties and the text features in the 
genre, but she did not evaluate a text's difficulty beyond these characteristics, 
representing an area needing further development in her content knowledge and 
pedagogical content knowledge of the genre. 
Knowledge of Curriculum and General Teaching Practices. Coded only two 
times, an infrequent but influential knowledge domain in Kalli's instruction of 
comprehension of informational texts was her Knowledge of Context, which seemed to 
be the influence for her Knowledge of Curriculum and Knowledge of General Teaching 
Practices. She mentioned the Common Core State Standards (2010) once and ANet twice 
during her observations and interviews; however, it was apparent that these influences 
informed her decisions. ANet tests were monthly assessments of students' test 
preparation skills administered by the district to all K-12 students. To meet the demands 
of higher standards and frequent test preparation assessments, Kalli reported that she had 
stopped teaching guided reading this school year, a practice intended to provide students 
an opportunity to read instruction.allevel texts with teacher support. Instead, she had 
implemented "book clubs" with "higher level books." She mentioned that there were 
times during the school day when students were reading independent level texts, but this 
was not evident in her observed instruction, and she offered no specific times when these 
texts were used. 
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She recounted what she was thinking as she chose the texts about planets: "Let' s 
find a topic that I can find enough books in the bookroom that all have to do with that 
common theme." In other words, the topic was an outcome of the available texts. From 
these resources, she chose texts that represented a range of third-grade reading levels and 
assigned the more challenging texts to the more advanced readers. Kalli stated that 
throughout the year, she had chosen "all higher level books, no matter what," because 
"that's what they saw on ANet." The influence of high stakes, standardized tests and the 
test preparation emphasis of her district clearly informed her instruction. 
Of the 41 times Knowledge of Topical Content was coded, the most prominent 
pattern was addressing student misconceptions, coded 11 times. To one student, she 
clarified, "The sun is not a planet. It is a star." Other students wanted to add alien pictures 
to their posters. Kalli wondered if her students' knowledge of Star Wars and Star Trek 
gave "mixed messages that [were] confusing." Additional mixed messages impacted 
students understanding of the topic. Kalli also described talking to her class about how 
"these books had been published before the definition of Pluto had changed." However, 
she spent most of the lesson answering students' questions, such as "Did Pluto blow up? 
Is Pluto not there anymore?" Her students were struggling to separate what was in their 
book and what Kalli was teaching them. Kalli conceded, "Pluto is causing a lot of 
confusion in here." She later acknowledged, "This [was] probably the first time [students 
had] encountered reading outdated material." She acknowledged that the solar system 
was one of the fifth-grade science standards, but said, "It' s nice to give them a taste of it 
right now and ... why not?![ ... ] It was something that they can all find some kind of 
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interest in." Implicit in this statement is a lack of awareness of students' ability to 
conceptualize this topic. Kalli failed to keep her students' experiences in mind and the 
difficulty of the content as she planned this unit and chose the texts students would read. 
Many of these misconceptions may have been due to the overview nature of this lesson; it 
was not part of a unit of study on solar systems. In addition, Kalli stated in her interview 
that the purpose of the solar system lesson was for students to "connect with the content" 
and to "share something that they learned." The content goals were vague and were not as 
prominent as the literacy focus (i.e. including diagrams and textboxes on the planet 
posters). Kalli held Knowledge of Topical Content and could identify students' 
misconceptions, demonstrating an aspect of her pedagogical content knowledge. But, she 
was less adept at planning for their naive understanding, dispelling their confusion, or 
anticipating potential "roadblocks" that would impede students' comprehension of the 
text, showing less-developed areas of her pedagogical content knowledge. 
Summary. Many facets of knowledge informed Kalli's instruction of 
informational text comprehension. There was evidence that students were learning what 
Kalli taught (i.e., students' underlining strategy), but she could not adequately dispel their 
content misconceptions. In all, many domains seemed to be of equal weight in her 
instruction, except for Knowledge of Students and Knowledge of Context. Though 
context was rarely mentioned, it was the most influential domain informing her 
pedagogical decisions. 
91 
Case Study 3: Nina 
Nina was a fourth-grade teacher with 15 years of experience and a Master's 
degree in Elementary Education. In lesson one, she taught a small group of 10 students. 
In the second lesson, her entire class of 20 students was present. Her observed lessons 
totaled 77 minutes, and the accompanying interviews occurred on the same day after 
school and lasted 121 minutes. 
Lesson 1 Overview. Nina' s small-group lesson used an article on sharks, entitled 
"Predator or Prey?" Ten minutes of the lesson were focused on identifying what her 
students knew about sharks. Some misconceptions arose (i.e., sharks breathe air by 
corning to the surface) that Nina immediately addressed. The next fifteen minutes 
included reviewing the features of informational text. Students orally read each of the 
captions, identified all of the bold words, and read every heading during this preview of 
the text. Students then read the two-page article for less than one minute looking for the 
answer "Why are sharks becoming prey?" They quickly discussed their answers with a 
partner before the final bell rang for the buses. 
Lesson 2 Overview. This lesson occurred 10 days after the first observation and 
interview. Nina began her unit on minerals by reviewing what students had learned in a 
previous unit about rocks. Before reading the text describing minerals, their properties, 
and uses, students read the three focus questions that Nina had posted: What is a mineral? 
What properties identify a mineral? What are minerals used for? Then, they worked in 
small groups to complete a graphic organizer focused on these three questions. Nina 
worked with only one group posing comprehension questions, connecting what they were 
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reading to their prior knowledge, and defining difficult vocabulary words. Group work 
ended abruptly when the class was called down for an assembly. When they returned, 
Nina asked the class to share what they had written on their graphic organizers. 
Knowledge sources that informed instruction of informational text comprehension. 
Knowledge of Students. Several patterns were evident in Nina's Knowledge of 
Students, her most frequently occurring domain of knowledge coded 73 times. First, she 
could describe her students' collective love of informational texts and how "engaged" 
they were as they read texts that "spark their interest." She also knew her students as 
individuals and knew their unique interests and needs, mentioning many students by 
name throughout the interviews. To illustrate, in one of several comments about 
Alejandro, she explained: 
Alejandro's great, because I knew I can always call on him and count on him to 
#1-Stay on task, and #2-Answer what I'm looking for.[ ... ] Why can't some of 
the other ones have a little bit of what he's got? Just to be interested and want to 
learn new information! 
In her lessons, Nina did rely on Alejandro to move her lesson forward and to give the 
right answers, but this reliance on Alejandro also suggests that Nina lacked knowledge of 
her other students' learning needs and how to support them. Additionally, Nina's students 
were predominantly low-income students acquiring English as an additional language. 
Only three references were made to her students' background, specifically describing a 
child as an "ELL 1" based on his standardized test score, describing a child's lack of 
clarity due to his "language background," and referring to her enrollment in a Sheltered-
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English Instruction course mandated by the state. Although she commented that she was 
reminded to explicitly teach vocabulary from this course, it was unclear how her 
instruction was changing or was tailored to these students ' unique needs. 
Another pattern in Nina's instruction related to her Knowledge of Students was 
her desire to honor students' developing thinking, coded 12 times. Nina spent 
considerable time listening to students' responses. However, at times, her validation 
confirmed misconceptions or illogical answers. She acknowledged this, and explained, 
I don't want to negate his effort in making a prediction. Whether [his prediction] 
was true or not in general, is not the point. [ ... ] I just want them to be thinking 
about the question that was asked and being able to predict, which is a really good 
strategy that readers need to have. 
Nina's knowledge of students' interests was deep, but her knowledge of their learning 
needs was not inclusive of all students. Also, her attempts to honor students' emergent 
thinking were noble but misleading, leaving students' with misconceptions or 
misunderstandings, and demonstrating aspects of her less-developed pedagogical content 
knowledge. 
Knowledge of Reading. Nina's Knowledge of Reading was coded 53 times in her 
data, third in overall frequency. Of those instances, 25 were related to reading strategies. 
Nina could name reading strategies and instructional practices to support students' 
reading, but overused or misunderstood their purposes. In an illustrative example, Nina 
knew the strategy she wanted students to use but was unable to assess students' ability to 
use it: "They're really good at least saying to me so I feel better, 'Use context clues.' 
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Whether they do that, or actually understand it, varies." 
A frequent practice relative to Nina's knowledge of reading instruction was her 
emphasis on building background knowledge and using previewing techniques to prepare 
students to read successfully. However, most of her lessons were spent preparing to read 
the text with little time to read. As described in the lesson overview, students prepared to 
read the shark text for 25 minutes and then read the text for less than one minute. After 
watching an episode of this extended, pre-reading discussion, Nina stated that her 
students "just want to get to the text. They want to be able to read." She did not mention 
shortening her preview to allow more time for reading. Instead, during her interview she 
identified additional vocabulary (i.e., conservation) she could have reviewed before 
students began reading. Nina understood that students' background knowledge "will 
make them more successful in reading this [text]," a demonstration of her accurate 
content knowledge. However, her content knowledge was misapplied, indicating a less-
developed aspect of her pedagogical content knowledge. 
This misapplication was also evident in the mineral lesson. After watching 
excerpts of the previewing discussion, Leah commented about her students: "They've 
basically had a really good discussion about what a mineral is. Technically, they 
wouldn't even need the text, but the text is there to support them so they can always go 
back to the text and find their answers." Nina overextended this previewing strategy 
thereby discounting the role of reading informational text as a way to learn new 
information. 
Another pattern of Nina's Knowledge of Reading was her emphasis on "reading 
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[informational texts] with the purpose of finding something out," repeating this phrase 
nearly verbatim five times throughout her observed lessons and interviews. Later she 
added in the interview, "whatever the purpose is that I'm giving you." Throughout her 
lessons, there was little evidence that she taught her fourth graders to independently set 
their own purpose for reading. Ultimately her purpose in reading the shark text was 
literacy-centric. While ten minutes of the introduction was spent discussing sharks, 15 
minutes of the preview focused on naming and reading text features. When asked during 
the interview what she wanted students to learn about sharks, she stated, "I don' t really 
care, frankly, if they know anything about sharks. I mean that would be ideal. But if they 
know these [reading] strategies, they can apply them to any informational texts." The 
"reading strategies" taught in this lesson were related to naming and using text features. 
This lack of content goals may be why she told students to "read to find out" the answers 
to seven different questions (e.g., Why isn't a shark eating all of those fish? Is a shark a 
predator or prey?) In addition, the questions she posed were all previously discussed and 
answered by their thorough preview of the text and reading of the captions. These 
examples illustrate that Nina had a limited ability to use clear, authentic purposes for 
reading informational texts, highlighting a less-developed area of her pedagogical content 
knowledge. 
Nina' s knowledge of reading strategies included naming and describing reading 
strategies. There was evidence in the lessons that students did know these strategies as 
they provided a prediction or a summary sentence when asked. During the interviews, 
Nina spent considerable time describing a common strategy she taught in her class: 
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"Once you 'hit' the answer to the question, you raise your hand so that I know who's got 
this answer to the question." She called this strategy "skimming and scanning" and 
explained it as "being able to look at [the text] quickly, finding where [you're] going to 
locate this information." She explained her purpose in using this strategy, "I don't want to 
focus on the reading. [This strategy is] going to give me a quick result." Implicit in this 
statement is Nina's misguided understanding of using reading strategies deliberately and 
purposefully, evidence of limited pedagogical content knowledge. Students were clearly 
using this "skimming and scanning" strategy in an observed lesson as they raised their 
hands with the answer to the question after reading the two-page article for less than one 
minute. Contradicting the taught strategy, Nina then prompted students to continue 
reading, "Read this again, because I don' t think you read all of this. I think you read to 
the answer. .. but you didn't keep going." For a student who was struggling, Nina 
described her next step to give this student more specific sections of the passage to read 
for the answer. She wrestled with this modification, "I hate to be like 'You're going to 
find your answer here.' Because I'd rather give them something more and you have to 
search for it." Although "skimming and scanning" is a useful strategy in a readers' 
repertoire for standardized tests and school-like reading tasks, Nina's apparently singular 
focus on this strategy did not build a repertoire of strategies that students could use 
independently to read informational text, demonstrating less-developed aspects of her 
content knowledge and pedagogical content knowledge. 
Another pattern in Nina's Knowledge of Reading was her frequent references to 
bold words. Nina knew bold words indicated difficult vocabulary in a text and pointed 
97 
them out to students as part of her pre-reading routine. However, she seemed to evaluate 
text difficulty by the number of challenging words not in bold. Nina retyped the mineral 
text specifically holding additional vocabulary words "because I wanted to emphasize the 
properties in bold so that they could key [into] exactly what I'm looking [for.]" However 
by fourth grade, students need independent strategies to approach a text that does not 
have all of the difficult vocabulary identified in bold print. Additionally, when she talked 
about the vocabulary within these texts in her interviews, she discussed vocabulary 
primarily as a phonics issue, "being able to pronounce bauxite or graphite or corundum," 
rather than accounting for the unfamiliar or specialized meaning of the words. Nina knew 
to identify challenging words for students, but could not articulate that students' 
difficulty went beyond identifying and pronouncing vocabulary to understanding the 
meaning of these words, showing gaps in her content knowledge and pedagogical content 
knowledge. 
The foundation of Nina's Knowledge of Reading was an incomplete content 
knowledge of reading. Her application of this knowledge, specifically her pedagogical 
content knowledge, was therefore limited and was seen in her overuse of building 
background knowledge, her misapplication of reading strategies, and her misinformed 
knowledge of vocabulary difficulties in text. 
Knowledge of the Genre of Informational Text. Nina's Knowledge of the Genre 
of Informational Texts was coded 18 times. Of those 18 instances, 17 were related to 
naming, explaining, or evaluating text features. Nina frequently mentioned that students 
needed to learn the "vocabulary" of informational texts, meaning the names of the text 
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features common to the genre. In one example, after reviewing the mineral lesson with its 
focus on content goals, Nina discussed why she did not mention many of the text 
features: "That would have been another lesson in itself, [ ... ] dissecting the text and 
seeing how it's setup with pictures, captions, headings, [ ... ] bolds, type fonts." Nina 
frequently reminded students why these features were used and helped students use the 
bold words to identify words defined in a glossary, but this purpose was the end in itself. 
Later in the lesson, Nina expressed concern that a student incorrectly named a text 
feature, calling the title of the text "the heading." Nina later wondered, "Is she thinking 
this because it's in big print? It's at the beginning? Clearly we need to go back over what 
a heading is. And, what a title is, for that matter, because 'why are you not thinking that's 
a title? What else can be the title right there?"' Nina's evaluation efforts were misguided; 
accurately naming text features is less important than using them to assist one's 
comprehension of informational text. Nina's Knowledge of the Genre of Informational 
Texts included an ability to name the features. However, this knowledge was not applied 
in useful ways and provided additional evidence of her limited pedagogical content 
knowledge. 
Knowledge of Curriculum and General Teaching Practices. Across domains, 
Knowledge of General Teaching Practices was the second-most prominent domain and 
was coded 57 times in Nina's data. The most common pattern within this domain was the 
number of instructional strategies she identified, specifically naming or describing 31 
different strategies, tools, or techniques. An illustrative list included: KWL charts, Turn 
and Talk, cloze passages, and hands-on experiments. The first two examples were used in 
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her observed lessons, confirming that some of the strategies were aspects of her 
instruction. 
A second pattern of Nina's Knowledge of General Teaching Practices was her 
recognition of her own pedagogical needs, specifically mentioning concerns with her 
pacing eight times in the two interviews. She said, "My biggest issue in general in 
teaching is really time management." As mentioned previously, students read for one 
minute in a 28-minute lesson, evidence of pacing concerns. As she watched. excerpts 
from this lesson, she acknowledged that students only did a "small bit of reading" and 
planned for the next day's lesson to have more time for reading and discussing the two-
page article. Nina also expressed concerns that her lessons often lacked closure "because 
time was running out." That concern was evident in both of Nina's observed lessons and 
evident as she shared that she had limited time left in the school year to teach the rest of 
her grade-level standards: "rocks, minerals, [and] earth's changing." Although she was 
reflective and could identify her pedagogical needs, Nina had not implemented changes 
to address the concerns. One potential reason for her timing concerns may be her 
attempts to include many of the instructional strategies she had named into each unit and 
lesson rather than selecting those techniques that were most helpful in achieving her 
objectives. Nina demonstrated sufficient content knowledge of instructional strategies, 
but limited pedagogical content knowledge to implement them judiciously and 
purposefully. 
Nina's Knowledge of Curriculum stemmed from her Knowledge of Context. 
Although there were only two instances in the data coded as Nina's Knowledge of 
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Context, the external demands associated with frequent preparation for standardized tests 
clearly informed Nina's instructional decisions. She explained, "I've noticed [texts on the 
state standardized assessments] are starting to use footnotes in 4th grade, where instead of 
having this [vocabulary] box, they would have a number 1." She had taught students 
about footnotes fearing that they would "just keep reading, not realizing what this word 
means and not even understanding that some of [the] text features are going to be a 
footnote that's going to explain to me what this word means." Nina had clearly 
considered what to teach her students related to the features of the texts on these 
assessments. Test preparation was a significant part of her curriculum. Her school district 
imposed part of this testing curriculum and mandated a frequent assessment schedule due 
to their "failing" status on standardized tests, but Nina extended their requirements and 
sought additional opportunities to prepare students for these assessments. 
Nina's Knowledge of Topical Content was coded 36 times. Nine of those 
instances were related to her knowledge that the content needed to be related to students' 
background knowledge. For example, as students read about minerals, Nina celebrated a 
student's connection that her family's mosque had a copper dome. Likewise, Nina made 
connections between various minerals and their everyday uses, such as aluminum bats, 
graphite pencils, and diamond jewelry, demonstrating a well-developed aspect of her 
pedagogical content knowledge. 
Another pattern in Nina's Knowledge of Topical Content was previously 
mentioned related to her Knowledge of Students: She attempted to honor students' ideas 
occasionally sacrificing accuracy or detracting from the content of the text. One student 
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suggested that he learned sharks could get along with other fish because of his video 
game. Nina expressed that she was glad he was learning from it, but did not clarify why a 
shark was generally a predator. Another student explained how his goldfish breathed air 
by coming to the surface. Nina tried to clear up this misconception by discussing gills. 
Although her explanation addressed the students' misunderstanding, it was unrelated to 
the text they were about to read on sharks as prey. Nina did not seem to be concerned 
about her own inadequate content knowledge, which she identified. Of the eight times 
inadequate content knowledge was coded in her data, one such instance occurred as a 
student asked if rubies come from space. Nina recalled her thinking: "I don't think they 
do. I don't want to tell him wrong information, but I'm like, 'No?"' Another example 
occurred during the shark lesson. Nina stated, "[I] don't even know if half of the things 
[students] are saying are true. [ ... ] They have been telling me that sharks sleep with their 
eyes open for the longest time. And frankly, I don't know, nor do I care. As long as 
they're interested in the topic, that's great." Based on her own assertions, Nina's 
Knowledge of Topical Content was inadequate and could not adequately dispel students' 
misconceptions. 
Summary. The most frequent patterns of knowledge informing Nina's instruction 
of informational text comprehension were her surface-level Knowledge of Students and 
her Knowledge of General Teaching Practices, specifically the number of instructional 
strategies she named. Other patterns of knowledge were prominent, not because of their 
frequency, but because of the influence they had on her instruction. That is, her 
knowledge of the high-stakes demands of standardized testing and the texts typical in 
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these assessments were significant influences on her instruction of informational texts. 
Her analysis of the test passages seemed to be one reason she was so focused on teaching 
text features. Nina clearly enjoyed teaching her students about informational texts, but 
little evidence suggested that Nina could apply her content knowledge in ways to support 
her fourth-grade students in becoming independent readers of informational text. 
Case Study 4: Ashlee 
Ashlee taught third grade and had about 20 students in her class. She had been 
teaching for five years and held a Master's degree in Reading. Her lessons totaled 69 
minutes. Her accompanying interviews took place after school on the same day as the 
observation and lasted 124 minutes. 
Lesson 1 Overview. Ashlee began her lesson by showing a painting of a mystery 
person. Students wrote down clues that revealed the timeframe of the painting and his 
identity, Paul Revere. Students then read two pages from their textbook and a second text 
about him. Students were introduced to a "Word Jar" worksheet midway through the 
second text and told to write difficult words in this jar. The lesson ended abruptly when 
the bell rang indicating it was time to board the buses. 
Lesson 2 Overview. Ashlee's second visit occurred 12 days later. Ashlee began 
this lesson by reviewing how to use a KWL chart with her students. For 13 minutes, she 
explicitly described each column and what types of information would be included. She 
separated students into three groups with different texts: The Nervous System, How Can 
Wheels Help Us Do Work, or Slow Changes on Earth. She worked with two groups 
leading students on an extended previewing of the text focused on naming and describing 
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every feature of informational text (i.e., glossary, Table of Contents, bolded words). Only 
one group, the group Ashlee did not visit, read the text before the bell rang for the buses. 
Knowledge sources that informed instruction of informational text comprehension. 
Knowledge of Students. Coded 66 times, Knowledge of Students was Ashlee's 
most common, but not most prominent knowledge domain. She knew her students 
collectively. She was aware that her students enjoyed reading informational texts and 
cited examples of students choosing this genre during free choice time, becoming 
"obsessed" as they taught others what they had learned. She also described her students' 
enthusiasm about the topics in their text admitting, "I wasn't excited about [the changing 
earth]. But, they were." Additionally, Ashlee rarely mentioned students' individual 
interests or needs, and most of these instances were related to behavior modifications. Of 
note, Ashlee's students were predominantly youngsters acquiring English as an additional 
language and were raised in low-income homes. There was no reference to these student 
characteristics during Ashlee's interviews. These examples showed an awareness of her 
students as a group, but there were few instances, aside from choosing informational texts 
to read, where this knowledge informed her pedagogical decisions. 
Ashlee also did not show a deep awareness of her students' background 
experiences. For example, Ashlee spent about half of her lesson reviewing the parts of a 
KWL chart showing students how to use "stars or bullets" to make a list. She later 
acknowledged that her students used these charts extensively in first and second grade. 
This example is representative of several incidents when she failed to keep in mind her 
students' knowledge and previous experiences. She stated that she wanted to be sure 
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students performed the task easily. 
In another apparent disconnect between Ashlee's stated purpose and her 
implementation, she described grouping students into "high-low partnerships. [ .. . ]So if 
one of [the students] wasn't getting it, at least the other [student] could repeat some of the 
key facts." These partnerships were groups of 7-10 students. Although harder texts were 
given to her more advanced readers, the group also included some of her most struggling 
readers who could not read and comprehend this difficult text well. Ashlee was still 
developing her knowledge and ability to differentiate instruction based on student 
needs-specifically to match texts to learners' reading ability and grouping students 
strategically. 
Knowledge of Reading. Ashlee's Knowledge of Reading was coded 22 times. Of 
those, twelve instances were related to describing reading strategies. She was able to 
name students' reading difficulties, specifically citing their lack of stamina and difficulty 
identifying words. She knew students needed to interact with the text in productive ways: 
"I think that any kind of text like this [informational text] can be too much for them if 
they don't stop and either do a quickwrite or draw a picture." Ashlee further described 
her students' reading behaviors, "If they don't understand the words that they're working 
on, they'll just make something up in their head or they'll just supplement with 
something that's close." Ashlee could name these strategies and students' ineffective 
reading behaviors. 
Another example of Ashlee's limited Knowledge of Reading was her overuse of 
building background knowledge prior to reading. During the Paul Revere lesson, she 
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spent considerable time preparing students to read, describing the time period he lived 
and clues that were in the picture about his identify. But students spent very little time 
reading the text. Similarly during the group lesson with the three texts, most of the 
instruction was how to use the KWL chart and previewing text features. Remarkably, two 
of the three groups read little to no text, aside from the text features. Ashlee understood 
the importance of building background knowledge, but with little time to read, these 
previewing discussions did not support students' actual reading of the text. 
Knowledge of the Genre of Informational Texts. Ashlee's Knowledge of the 
Genre of Informational Texts was also coded 22 times. Discussing or naming text 
features were 18 of the 22 references. She identified her students' challenges with 
informational text, specifically citing the "text structure." Her definition of "text 
structure" was the format or layout of the text features, not rhetorical structure. This 
meaning was evident as she described students' difficulty "understanding how to read 
captions or how to attack different sections." She acknowledged that earlier in the year, 
instead of using the Table of Contents, students "would skip around and they would find 
something they liked and then they would read it for a couple of minutes. Then they 
would flip again." As she watched the video of her lesson, Ashlee was happy to point out 
a student who used the Table of Contents to read specific areas of the text as an example 
of how her students were responding to her instruction. She also described another 
student's understanding of the purpose of headings and subheadings: "[He] said that you 
can have the main section, but then the writer switches gears and even though it is 
connected, they want to let you know is it a separate section." Implicit in this example is 
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Ashlee's awareness that writers of informational text use headings to identify topical 
shifts for the reader. Her Knowledge of the Genre of Informational Text was evident. 
Students had learned what she had taught and used text features independently, evidence 
of her pedagogical content knowledge. However, like the other teachers in this study, 
Ashlee lacked content knowledge of the genre's rhetorical structure and her purpose 
seemed to be reading informational text specifically to read text features, examples of 
areas of her content knowledge and pedagogical content knowledge needing 
development. 
Knowledge of Curriculum and General Teaching Practices. Unlike the other 
teachers in this study, Ashlee' s Knowledge of Context was prevalent, frequently 
mentioned, and influenced all of the other knowledge domains. This domain was coded 
14 times, and 11 of those references were related to ANet testing. She talked extensively 
about the "testing curriculum," and once remarked, "it's just the way the world is these 
days." She attributed students' increased reading proficiency, as reported on ANet tests, 
to an increase in test preparation: ANet was "the only thing that's different this year." 
Testing influenced Ashlee's text choices. For the Paul Revere lesson, Ashlee 
selected a text that would be "kind of a reach" for her more advanced readers and two 
pages from their textbook to read during the lesson. She liked the more difficult text 
because "it was similar to the ANet passages." She described the textbook as accessible, 
because "if there was a word that they didn't know, there was a glossary for them to go 
to." She expressed some surprise at students' difficulty comprehending the textbook 
despite the support of text features. Implicit in this statement was Ashlee's lack of ability 
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to evaluate texts based on content or complexity, demonstrating gaps in her pedagogical 
content knowledge. 
Similarly, Ashlee talked about how she chose the three texts in the small group 
lesson. She stated, "[They] were available. We had enough copies ... I went to the 
bookroom first and foremost. I didn't even know what they were going to be reading." 
She then added that she had looked at the text's Lexile level, choosing those texts that 
were at the beginning of the fourth-grade level (next year's grade level), and those text 
that were most similar to the "format that they saw in ANet." Ashlee added, "I look at 
this [text], and I see standardized tests. That's just the way that my brain has been trained 
this year." She was particularly happy that the text on the nervous system was a similar 
topic to an ANet passage and contained longer sections, again similar to ANet texts, and 
would help "to build stamina." She added during her interview following the multi-text 
lesson that the purpose was to "boost test-taking skills." This contextual influence was 
not subtle and had direct implications on her pedagogical decisions in all facets of her 
instruction and was clearly the most influential knowledge domain. 
Another influential domain was Ashlee's developing Knowledge of General 
Teaching Practices. She named 26 different instruction strategies, including Tum and 
Talk, Venn diagrams, quickwrites, and various grouping patterns. Although many of 
these practices were observed in her instruction, they were not all used effectively. In one 
example, Ashlee was able to describe the importance of introducing vocabulary, but then 
used an activity, the "Word Jar," to identify challenging words at the conclusion of the 
lesson long after students had read and wrestled with some of the difficult vocabulary. 
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Ashlee clearly valued her extensive repertoire of instructional strategies, but showed less 
facility for using these strategies in ways that were likely to advance her students' reading 
ability. 
The least dominant theme in Ashlee's instruction of informational text was her 
Knowledge of Topical Content, coded 14 times. The lack of influence was evident in her 
vague content goals in both lessons as stated in both interviews. Related to Paul Revere, 
she wanted students "to know another historical figure." As mentioned previously, after 
disclosing that the multi-text lesson was intended to "boost test-taking skills," she later 
added that she wanted students "to know the format of [informational] text and how to 
use KWLs to help them monitor their reading." There was little evidence that Ashlee held 
deep knowledge of these topics or desired to know more about them. Additionally, 
Ashlee specified that none of the text topics were related to grade-level standards. 
Developing students' topical knowledge was a secondary goal, if present at all, to 
building students' literacy proficiency, specifically testing proficiency. 
Summary. The most dominant pattern in Ashlee's instruction of informational 
text was her Knowledge of Context. Her test-centric instruction was evident as she 
planned texts and experiences that would help students become more proficient on the 
interim ANet assessments preparing for standardized tests. Her Knowledge of Reading 
and Knowledge of the Genre of Informational Texts were incomplete and showed some 
well-developed and less-developed aspects of her content knowledge and pedagogical 
content knowledge. Ashlee's Knowledge of Topical Content was the least influential 
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knowledge domain as evidenced by the disconnect between the chosen text topics and the 
grade-level curriculum standards. 
Case Study 5: Theresa 
Theresa taught sixth-grade science and math in 48-rninute periods to about 30 
students in each period. She had taught for five years and held a Master's degree in 
Education. Her lessons totaled 96 minutes. Her accompanying interviews took place 
immediately after the observation during her preparation and/or lunch periods and lasted 
121 minutes. 
Lesson 1 Overview. Theresa posted the Essential Question for their health unit: 
"How do different foods give us energy, help us to grow, and keep us strong and 
healthy?" She began this introductory lesson by discussing three digital graphics with her 
students-the government food "plate" depicting healthy eating, a quote "You are what 
you eat," and an illustration of two bodies filled with either junk food or nutritious food. 
Students separated into small, heterogeneous groups to read a couple pages from a 
magazine. Theresa encouraged students to define the meaning of target vocabulary words 
(i.e., carbohydrates, fats) avoiding plagiarizing in their definitions. She circulated among 
these groups posing questions, but rarely directly providing answers to students aside 
from clarifying misconceptions. To conclude the lesson, students answered the guiding 
question posed at the beginning of class. 
Lesson 2 Overview. Eleven days later this lesson was observed. Theresa' s earth 
science lesson focused on specific vocabulary words (i.e., lithosphere, inner core) and 
began with a short video about the layers of the earth. In small groups, students read three 
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pages from their textbook filling out a study guide about the target vocabulary. Theresa 
posed many questions to guide student thinking as well as corrected misconceptions. At 
the end, Theresa gathered students to share two things they learned and one question that 
they still had about the layers of the earth. 
Knowledge sources that informed instruction of informational text comprehension. 
Knowledge of Students. Theresa's Knowledge of Students was the most frequent 
domain, coded 83 times during her interview. Most of these instances were related to 
evaluating students' reading comprehension or understanding of the content, coded 29 
times. This evaluation was reflected in the ways that she valued and honored students' 
thinking. Her teaching style was to pose thinking questions rather than to state answers. 
This style allowed students to frequently voice their emergent thinking. There was little 
teacher talk; instead, students drove the conversation while Theresa took opportunities to 
assess and focus their learning. She stated her role as the teacher: "You have to figure out 
what they are thinking." 
Knowledge of Reading. Theresa's Knowledge of Reading was coded 35 times. 
The most prominent pattern within this domain was her identification or description of 
students' reading strategies. She described, "They read information, and they miss the 
details. [ ... ]They read so fast[ ... ] particularly with the informational text.[ ... ] They just 
miss that in almost every line there is a fact." Implicit in this statement is an awareness 
that students needed to interact with the text in productive ways. In another example, 
Theresa talked to students about differentiating between interesting and important 
information as they wrote their definitions, but then walked around asking what students 
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had listed as their "Wow!" fact, such as "Our fingernails are made of protein." Theresa 
was able to describe her students' reading behaviors and reading strategies, but she was 
not able to provide instruction to support students' deep reading of the text, an area of 
less-developed pedagogical content knowledge. 
Theresa was also concerned that students were not synthesizing information in 
different sections of the text: "They could see that [carbohydrates and glucose] were 
similar, but they didn't go back and see how they were different." One reason for 
students' difficulties may have been an instructional strategy that she had taught and 
emphasized, specifically "read to find" or "search and find." She described this strategy: 
"They are reading some of the questions that they need to answer by looking at the 
headlines and what they need to know. That's part of what they've been practicing all 
year." Yet, she wanted students to comprehend the content more deeply. She 
summarized, "They can blurt out the words. But, they don't really have a true 
understanding of what the words mean. [ ... ]They're thinking like tests." She was not 
able to see how her instruction was contributing to this "reading for a test" strategy. As a 
side note, this reference was the only substantial evidence to her Knowledge of Context. 
Knowledge of the Genre of Informational Texts. Only five instances were coded 
as Theresa's Knowledge of the Genre of Informational Texts. Specifically, she described 
students' difficulty with the genre: "It's not necessarily vocabulary. It is more the setup 
of the text." Only two instances referred to text features. She mentioned students' 
"headline reading" to quickly find answers and also pointed out the diagram in students' 
study guides. There was little evidence that Theresa's Knowledge of the Genre of 
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Informational Texts was developed or that it was influential in her instruction of 
comprehension. 
Knowledge of Curriculum and General Teaching Practices. Theresa's 
Knowledge of Topical Content was coded 67 times, second only to Knowledge of 
Students. This prominent domain influenced most of her pedagogical decisions. Theresa 
was adept at applying her Knowledge of Topical Content to dispel naive conceptions and 
misconceptions of the topics. In an illustrative example, a significant misconception held 
by two students was that unicorns lived in the earth's core and contributed to the earth's 
rotation. Theresa worked hard to understand the reasoning behind their belief, beginning 
with the question: "What do we know about living things?" After many exploratory 
questions, Theresa discovered that the root of these students' misconceptions was 
twofold. First, these two students knew that plants and animals needed sun, air, and 
water, but could not apply this knowledge. Theresa used evidence from the text, the 
video, and their previous units on living things to address their naive conceptions. 
Eventually, one of the girls said, "Whoa! Nothing could be living [in the earth's core.]" 
Second, Theresa discovered that these two students held a limited view of science and the 
scientific process, namely how scientists studied the center of the earth because it was not 
directly observable. Theresa discussed various ways scientists learn about unobservable 
phenomenon, specifically referring to the video's reference to scientists ' study of 
earthquake waves. This student example was indicative of how Theresa worked hard not 
to give students' answers as if she were the sole expert, but showed students how 
scientists gain information through reading, asking questions, formulating experiments, 
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and developing hypotheses, demonstrating her content knowledge and pedagogical 
content knowledge. 
Theresa's Knowledge of General Teaching Practices helped her achieve her 
content objectives. She consistently presented Essential Questions that were clear and 
focused (i.e., How do different foods give us energy, help us to grow, and keep us strong 
and healthy?). There was also consistent evidence that she prepared for the lesson by 
previewing the texts anticipating the content difficulties students would face and where to 
focus their reading, to answer the Essential Questions. At the end of both lessons, 
students were able to answer the Essential Questions with the content read and presented 
during their class time. This suggests that her intentional planning decisions and 
instruction fostered students' understanding of the topics. But, her focus was even 
broader than just the studied topics. She said, "[The students'] picture of a scientist [was] 
with a microscope or in a lab. I wanted them to think about these people were thinkers 
and pondering questions." Her goal was to help students envision themselves as 
scientists: "You can be a scientist if you are doing those kinds of things." Theresa's 
Knowledge of Topical Content was very influential in her pedagogical decisions related 
to informational text and guided her students' understanding of the studied topics. 
Summary. The most prominent source of knowledge informing Theresa's 
instruction of informational text comprehension was her Knowledge of Content. Her 
Knowledge of Reading and Knowledge of the Genre of Informational Texts were not 
deep. However, she did know how to address students' misconceptions and relate the 
topic to students' lives. Helping students learn the content and develop their own 
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scientific reasoning drove her instructional decisions. 
Cross-Case Analysis 
Across all five cases, the frequency counts of the seven knowledge domains are 
presented in Table 5. In addition, each knowledge source is ranked in frequency relative 
to the other sources. All five teachers tapped into their Knowledge of Students most 
frequently when describing their pedagogical decisions related to teaching informational 
text comprehension. For three teachers, Knowledge of General Teaching Practices ranked 
higher than Knowledge of Reading. For four teachers, Knowledge of Context was rarely 
mentioned. 
However, the frequency of a knowledge domain did not reveal the relative weight 
of a particular knowledge domain on teachers' pedagogical decisions. For example, 
although Nina and Kalli only mentioned Knowledge of Context twice, this domain was a 
prominent factor in how they planned instruction and chose texts to support their 
instruction. Table 6 presents teachers' knowledge domains ranked by influence on their 
instruction. Knowledge of Context appeared to be a highly influential knowledge domain 
for three teachers and not influential for two teachers. For the two sixth-grade teachers, 
Knowledge of Topical Content was clearly more influential than for the other teachers. 
Their instructional decisions were driven by meeting content objectives. In all, many 
domains of knowledge informed upper elementary teachers' instruction of informational 
text comprehension. The reasons for these differences and the implications of these 
influences will be discussed in the next chapter. 
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Table 5 
Rank of Domains by Teacher and Frequency Count 
Rank Leah Nina Kalli Ashlee Theresa 
1 Knowledge of Knowledge of Knowledge of Knowledge of Knowledge 
Students Students (73) Students (85) Students (66) of Students 
(128) (83) 
2 Know ledge of Knowledge of Know ledge of Knowledge of Knowledge 
Topical General Topical General of Topical 
Content (50) Teaching Content ( 41) Teaching Content (67) 
Practices (57) Practices (38) 
3 Knowledge of Knowledge of Knowledge of Knowledge of Knowledge 
Reading (42) Reading (53) General Reading (30) of Reading 
Teaching (35) 
Practices (25) 
4 Knowledge of Knowledge of Knowledge of Knowledge of Knowledge 
Curriculum Topical Reading (23) the Genre of of General 
(12) Content (36) Informational Teaching 
Text (22) Practices 
(24) 
5 Knowledge of Knowledge of Knowledge of Knowledge of Knowledge 
General Curriculum the Genre of Context of 
Teaching (21) Informational and Curriculum 
Practices ( 1 0) Text Knowledge of (18) 
and Topical 
Knowledge of Content ( 14) 
Curriculum 
(15) 
6 Knowledge of Knowledge of Knowledge of Knowledge of Knowledge 
the Genre of the Genre of Context (2) Curriculum of the Genre 
Informational Informational (12) of 
Text (6) Text (18) Informational 
Text (5) 
7 Knowledge of Knowledge of Knowledge 
Context (4) Context (2) of Context 
(2) 
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Table 6 
Knowledge Domains Ranked by Influence 
Leah Nina Kalli Ashlee Theresa 
Most Knowledge Knowledge Knowledge Knowledge Knowledge 
influential of Students of Students of Students of Context of Topical 
and and and Content 
Knowledge Knowledge Knowledge 
of Topical of General of Context 
Content Teaching 
Practices 
and 
Knowledge 
of Context 
Least Knowledge Knowledge Knowledge 
Influential of Context of Topical of Context 
Content 
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CHAPTERS 
Discussion 
The purpose of this study was to explore and define elementary teachers' 
knowledge of informational text comprehension. The following research question framed 
the study: 
• What patterns of knowledge are evident when upper elementary teachers teach 
students to comprehend informational texts? 
This topic was studied because children continue to struggle to comprehend 
informational text (Chall et al., 1990), and one possible factor is teachers' lack of 
knowledge about the genre (Kucan et al., 2011). Sanders and Parsons (2009) suggested 
that the depth of teachers' knowledge of informational text led to more intentional 
teaching, and in tun:l, better learning opportunities for students. Shulman ( 1986) asserted 
that teachers knowledge includes both content knowledge, or knowledge of the 
discipline, and pedagogical content knowledge, the "subject matter knowledge for 
teaching" (p. 9). 
The five teachers in this study were dedicated professionals who clearly enjoyed 
their chosen profession and considered themselves accomplished and proficient. Each 
teacher also reported spending many hours in preparation outside of class searching for 
and selecting texts and identifying and planning activities that they perceived as engaging 
for their students. Each teacher held a Master's degree in Education and, except for 
Ashlee, had taught for over ten years. 
The data from this study led to four major findings related to the knowledge 
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teachers hold and use to teach comprehension of informational text: first, for some 
teachers, Knowledge of Students was well-developed, and in turn, influential in their 
instructional decision-making; second, for others, Knowledge of Context was well-
developed and influential, but, in this study, Knowledge of Context was primarily related 
to test accountability; third, content knowledge and pedagogical content knowledge were, 
at times, incomplete; and fourth, there was wide variability how teachers applied their 
pedagogical content knowledge related to the authenticity of the literacy goals and the 
topical knowledge goals. Implications and questions needing further consideration will 
conclude this section. 
The Student Lens 
A pattern in this study was that every teacher made intentional, deliberate 
decisions about what and how to teach, but what influenced and drove their intentionality 
varied in important ways. For some teachers, their Knowledge of Students was the most 
influential domain informing their instruction. Shulman (1987) originally defined 
Knowledge of Students as "knowledge of learners and their characteristics" (p. 8). Ballet 
al.' s (2008) refined term, Knowledge of Content and Students, included teachers' 
knowledge about their individual students and knowledge about the content, such as 
knowing students' conceptions and misconceptions about a topic. In this study, all of the 
teachers displayed Knowledge of Students, knowing their students collectively. All could 
identify students' interest in informational text, knew of a recent field trip, or were 
familiar with the topics previously covered in the school year. There were remarkable 
differences in what individual student interests or characteristics were mentioned and 
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how teachers gained this Knowledge of Students. 
This knowledge domain appeared along a continuum of development. Teachers 
with well-developed Knowledge of Students knew individual students' in- and out-of-
school interests. They also knew their home lives and circumstances. Teachers with 
well-developed Knowledge of Students used this "student lens" to inform every aspect of 
their instruction, and it was their filter for applying every other knowledge domain. They 
made connections to students' individual interests (e.g., SportsCenter) and the reading 
strategies. They also linked the studied topics to important aspects of students' lives (e.g., 
copper domed mosque). These teachers understood that building on students' previous 
background knowledge improves new learning, but it was first dependent on knowing 
their students and respecting their experiences and knowledge. 
Their teaching practices supported the acquisition of more and deeper Knowledge 
of Students; they seemed to be constantly learning about their students. In these 
classrooms, most of the talk was student-initiated; the teachers' role was listener and 
guide. The discussions seen in these classrooms were reflective of Reznitskaya's (2012) 
description of dialogic teaching. That is, the teacher and the students were "coinquirers" 
(Reznitskaya, 2012, p. 446) leading to "collaborative co-construction of knowledge" 
(Reznitskaya, 2012, p. 448). These teachers adopted a perspective of student- and self-
discovery, honoring students' emergent thinking as part of their own learning process. 
Teachers with less-developed Knowledge of Students did know some aspects of 
students' collective interests (e.g., interest in informational texts), but rarely mentioned 
students' out-of-school interests or home circumstances. These teachers discussed 
120 
students primarily as groups (e.g., high readers) or by behavior needs (e.g., partnering 
students who needed significant teacher support to stay focused). Of note, teachers whose 
student demographics included predominantly children learning English as an additional 
language, rarely (if at all) mentioned students' language or vocabulary needs. Many of 
these children also came from low-income homes with limited opportunities outside of 
school to access literacy (Neuman & Celano, 2001). These teachers did not mention these 
characteristics or how they informed their instruction, a prominent gap in their 
Knowledge of Students. In addition, their teaching practices were not conducive to 
learning about students individually. Their instruction was primarily teacher-initiated 
talk, following an initiate-respond-evaluate routine. This type of cyclic instruction can be 
useful for fact checking, which was seen in this study. But, the teachers did not 
orchestrate opportunities to acquire and develop deeper Knowledge of Students. These 
were well-meaning teachers, but they had incomplete knowledge of students ' needs, 
insufficient to fully inform instructional decisions. 
In the end, there were differences among the teachers in what they knew about 
students and how they gained this knowledge. This Knowledge of Students is significant 
as students are struggling to read and comprehend informational texts. Connecting to 
what they do know related to the genre, reading, or topical content is essential to 
supporting students' comprehension of informational texts. 
Influence of High Stakes Testing on Knowledge of Context 
A second finding in this study is that for some teachers, context was the most 
influential knowledge domain, more influential than their Knowledge of Students or 
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Reading. However, the prominent, overriding, contextual variable was test accountability. 
The high incidence of test-preparation appears to be a reflection of the context in which 
some of these teachers taught. Specifically, the teachers who were highly influenced by 
contex~ taught in a high-need, low-performing district. Within the district, one of the 
schools was deemed "among lowest achieving and least improving schools." Although 
the teachers in this study did not teach at that particular school, aggressive test 
accountability measures had been implemented across the district, specifically 
administering and analyzing monthly, "formative" test preparation assessments (e.g., 
ANet) to better prepare students for standardized tests. As a result, testing had become 
their curriculum, and passing standardized tests had become their symbol of student 
learning and effective teaching. 
This influence was seen in three classrooms where at least one of the observed 
lessons (and both of Ashlee's lessons) were unrelated to content standards and instead 
were more aligned to test preparation objectives and skills. By paying attention to what 
was tested, these teachers revised what they taught. Their knowledge of the test 
preparation materials and the demands of standardized testing (e.g., building stamina for 
longer, complex passages) drove their instructional decisions. Lipson and Wixson (2003) 
assert that when changes are made to instruction as a result of high stakes testing results, 
the instruction shifts from complex performance toward isolated skills-the context of 
tests. This focus on isolated skills was illustrated in Nina's review of footnotes, because 
she had noticed that this text feature appeared on one of the interim, test-preparation 
assessments. The test format became the instruction despite the lack of "real world" 
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application, highlighting a concern of many researchers and educators (Allington, 2013; 
Lipson & Wixson, 2003). 
Conversely, other teachers in this study were aware of testing demands and 
experienced more of a push-pull relationship with test preparation. They knew that 
students needed "test-like reading" strategies, but voiced frustration that students 
overused these strategies with every text. Leah's disdain for test-like reading was heard in 
two comments: 
Instead of saying, "Find inferencing from this [text] and give an example," the 
kids are directed to go to a certain paragraph. [ ... ] The inferencing is identified 
for them and then they have to explain it. [ ... But, reading for meaning] is a life 
skill. Differentiating between the two [approaches to reading] is hard for them. 
Later in the interview, she returned to the same idea: "I want them to read the whole 
[science] text and then reflect. Which, again, is not what we teach when we take the 
[standardized test]." 
Many have posed the question that Leah was wrestling to answer: Are "reading 
for a test" and "reading for real-life" similar constructs? Lipson and Wixson (2003) 
provide this rationale: 
The most informative assessments are those that occur with the everyday 
instructional context rather than artificial testing contexts. There is evidence that 
people are aware of the differences among contexts and alter their performance 
accordingly (Spiro & Meyers, 1984). Anyone who has ever puzzled over the 
discrepancy between students' performance in the classroom and their test 
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performance is aware of this problem. (p. 78) 
In this study, the context was defined by the high stakes related to standardized test 
scores and this overwhelmed pedagogical decisions, more so than student needs or 
content goals, leading to an "impoverished view of literacy" (International Reading 
Association, 2007). 
Incomplete Content Knowledge and Pedagogical Content Knowledge 
Although an administrator or supervisor identified each of these teachers as 
highly effective, not all met this standard as it related to teaching informational text 
comprehension. One reason seemed to be several patterns of incomplete knowledge, the 
third finding of this study. Some teachers did not demonstrate full knowledge of how to 
teach comprehension of informational texts, or they did not display adequate content 
knowledge of proficient readers' processes. Others lacked pedagogical content 
knowledge of topical content and could not identify or dispel students' misconceptions as 
they read informational texts; and others lacked comprehensive genre knowledge, having 
only their own experiences as a basis for their understanding of genre features and 
functions of informational text. 
To begin, teachers held varying levels of Knowledge about Reading. They all 
could name the strategies they taught to support students' comprehension of 
informational text. Three teachers named many reading strategies, while two named very 
few, showing differences in their content knowledge of proficient reading. Two teachers 
identified an important strategy, namely identifying important versus interesting 
information. Research has shown that good readers and older readers are less focused on 
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the trivial and are more effective at selecting what should be remembered than less 
skilled and younger readers (Baker & Brown, 1984; Kintsch & van Dijk, 1978; McGee, 
1982; Taylor & Samuels, 1983). Differentiating between important versus trivial 
information, particularly in informational text, is essential for constructing meaning, a 
strategy taught or supported only in Leah's observed lessons. 
All five teachers mentioned and four taught or prompted students to use a strategy 
during their observed lessons. Although they called it by different names, "skimming and 
scanning," "search and find," "read to find," or "test-like reading" were explained as 
students reading until a target word was found in the text or the answer to a question was 
identified, whereupon the reading ceased. In the observed lessons, students had learned 
this strategy. They read for "snippets of information," but several teachers needed to 
prompt students to reread or read an entire section for better understanding of the content. 
This was the strategy Leah critiqued. In informational texts, proficient readers may select 
specific sections of the text to read to meet their reading goals, but the "search and find" 
strategy lacks the deep synthesis of information and the integration of background 
knowledge that proficient readers use as part of their "selective" reading behaviors. In 
this study, teachers supported students with a limited number of strategies as they read 
informational text, indicating possible gaps in their content knowledge and pedagogical 
content knowledge related to teaching reading strategies that support comprehension of 
informational text. To note, each teacher was only observed two times. Additional lesson 
observations may have revealed the instruction of additional strategies. 
An interesting phenomenon was observed in several observed lessons, specifically 
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related to the limited amount of reading time provided for students. In the introductory 
email, teachers were asked to select a lesson that included comprehension of 
informational text as one of the goals. Most participants remarked that they specifically 
chose their observed lesson based on the activities or content they wanted to be observed 
teaching. Yet in several of the observed lessons, students did little or no reading aside 
from reading text features. Thus, these "best lessons" included no substantial reading, 
and no discussion after students' independent reading. Most of the instructional time was 
spent preparing for reading by building background knowledge or engaging in 
discussions centered on information learned from captions and headings. Teachers were 
aware that linking new content to background knowledge is an important aspect of 
comprehension (Baker & Brown, 1984 ), evidence of their content know ledge of reading. 
However, the scarcity of students' "eyes-on-print" was noteworthy and troublesome 
(Allington, 2009), an apparent gap in their pedagogical content knowledge. Duke (2000) 
cautioned that young elementary readers were not exposed to informational text. 
Likewise, at least in the classrooms observed in this study, older students may have had 
more interactions with informational text, but were still not given the rich, meaningful 
opportunities to read it independently. To quote Allington (1977), "If they don't read 
much, how they ever gonna get good?" (p.57). It seemed that either teachers in this study 
lacked the pedagogical content knowledge to allocate time during instruction for actual 
reading of the text; or alternatively, they were distracted by other influences from acting 
on their knowledge. 
Based on research about genre elements of informational text, one expected 
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finding was that teachers knew and understood the text features and text structures unique 
to this genre. In this study, the five teachers did know the text features (e.g., headings, 
captions, diagrams) and understood that these features can be a predictor of what will be 
read and can be used to recall information quickly. Three teachers spent considerable 
time naming and reviewing these text features and their purposes. However, a remarkable 
pattern across all five teachers was the absence of any reference to the rhetorical structure 
of informational text. Four of the teachers mentioned the "structure" of informational 
text, but were referring to the format or layout of the graphical, text features. There was 
no mention of the typical rhetorical structures of informational text, namely causation, 
comparative, sequence, description, and problem/solution structures (Meyer, 1975). Text 
structure has been shown to help readers see "the logical connection among ideas" 
(Meyer, 1980, p. 74), and some researchers assert that readers who are unaware of the 
structure recall the text merely "as a series of unconnected ideas" (Taylor & Samuels, 
1983, p. 526). Thus, it is significant that the rhetorical text structure was not seen in any 
observed lesson or mentioned by any teacher during the interviews. As this study lacked 
direct assessments, it can only be assumed that this is a potential gap in their content 
knowledge of the genre. Similar to the results of an earlier pilot study (Condie 2014), 
teachers' genre knowledge seemed to be surface-level knowledge. Teachers were able to 
name text features, but they did not directly address the text structure or the relationship 
between text structure and purpose, elements of the "deep" genre knowledge of 
informational text Sanders and Moudy suggested (2009). Sanders and Parsons' study 
(2009) of teachers' genre knowledge of informational text found that deeper genre 
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knowledge of informational text led to more intentional teaching. Based on this study, a 
useful topic for professional development might be learning about and identifying the 
rhetorical structures of informational text, followed by identifying effective ways of 
teaching these structures to children. This instruction would support teachers in their 
genre knowledge development. In the present study, Knowledge of the Genre of 
Informational Text was not the most influential knowledge domain in any teacher's 
instruction. Yet, these teachers' intentionality was clearly drawing on funds of knowledge 
from what they knew about students, reading, context, and pedagogy. 
Shulman (1986, 1987) describes the foundational content knowledge that is then 
transformed into pedagogical content knowledge to teach students. Likewise, Snow and 
colleagues (2005) describe the development of teacher knowledge as a progression 
beginning with declarative knowledge becoming situated, can-do procedural knowledge, 
progressing to stable, procedural knowledge, developing into expert, adaptive knowledge, 
and culminating in reflective, organized, analyzed knowledge. Declarative knowledge, 
also known as disciplinary knowledge or content knowledge (Cunningham et al., 2009), 
is the foundation. Snow et al. (2005) suggest that teachers gain declarative knowledge 
and a declarative version of procedural knowledge from lectures and textbooks. At this 
beginning stage, the responsibility is on teacher educators to make decisions about what 
teachers learn and to assess and address gaps in preservice teachers' knowledge. To be 
licensed in their state, all five teachers were required to take licensure tests, displaying 
their declarative, content knowledge of reading and general topical content knowledge. 
And, all teachers had experienced an apprenticeship, such as student teaching, where 
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Snow et al. (2005) suggest situated, can-do procedural knowledge is developed. 
Snow et al.'s (2005) model of teacher knowledge development suggests that 
during the first years of teaching, stable, procedural knowledge is developed as novice 
teachers use their knowledge under "normal circumstances." The influence of these 
"normal circumstances" shapes and refines teachers' knowledge. In settings where test 
accountability holds a prominent role, teachers adopted test-centric instruction. It may be 
that their textbook-like knowledge may have been fragile or was inadequate in the first 
place. Or absent declarative knowledge, there was little foundation for procedural 
knowledge or pedagogical content knowledge, applying content knowledge to teaching, 
to develop. 
Authentic Literacy and Topical Knowledge Goals 
The last finding from this study is related to how teachers applied their 
pedagogical content knowledge, specifically related to the degree of authenticity of the 
literacy and topical knowledge goals. The lessons in this study fit into three types of 
scenarios. In scenario one, students were reading informational text but the content was 
unrelated to the grade-level standards. The literacy knowledge goals, specifically learning 
about the features of informational text and practicing reading strategies, were more 
important than the topical knowledge students would gain. Topical knowledge was 
almost irrelevant in these lessons. An example was Nina's response to what she wanted 
students to learn about sharks. She stated, "I don't really care, frankly, if they know 
anything about sharks. I mean that would be ideal. But if they know these [reading] 
strategies, they can apply them to any informational texts." Another example was Nina's 
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acknowledgement that the student had made an inaccurate prediction. She explained, 
I don't want to negate his effort in making a prediction. Whether [his prediction] 
was true or not in general, is not the point. [ ... ] I just want them to be thinking 
about the question that was asked and being able to predict, which is a really good 
strategy that readers need to have. 
These attempts to honor students' emergent thinking were noble but misleading. 
Practicing reading at the expense of accurate topical knowledge undermines 
comprehension and the purpose of reading informational text, namely to inform. This 
lack of content goals appears to occur for two reasons: first, some teachers held limited 
topical content knowledge of the texts they were reading and thus seemed to focus more 
on the literacy aspect of reading. A second reason may be that some teachers lacked 
pedagogical content knowledge related to supporting students' content development 
through text. For example, as they mentioned teaching science, the focus was primarily 
on conducting hands-on experiments and watching videos not learning from text. That 
said, reading informational text without topical knowledge goals is an inauthentic use of 
this genre. 
In contrast, the second lesson scenario focused on the content with little to no 
literacy knowledge goals. In these lessons, videos, discussions, and texts were selected 
and used as a multi-source approach to learning the content. Topical knowledge goals 
dictated pedagogical decisions as seen in Theresa's lesson on the layers of the earth. 
Considerable instructional time was spent addressing and dispelling students' 
misconceptions (e.g., unicorns in the earth's core), yet few or no reading strategies were 
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mentioned, discussed, taught, or reviewed as the texts were read. All instruction was 
related to comprehending the content without looking at how the author's use of headings 
signaled topical shifts or using reading strategies to synthesize the concepts across 
sources. This lack of literacy knowledge goals is significant, because teaching reading 
strategies helps students engage in deeper comprehension of the text and the content (e.g., 
Duke & Pearson, 2002). 
In the third scenario, the literacy strategies were used as a vehicle to learn the 
content. This third scenario is an example of Pearson, Moje, and Greenleaf's (20 1 0) 
assertion related to science: "When literacy activities are driven by inquiry, students 
simultaneously learn how to read and write science texts and to do science" (p.459-460). 
Guthrie and colleagues (e.g., Guthrie et al., 1999; Guthrie et al., 2004) support Pearson et 
al.' s call (20 1 0) for using literacy to access the content and the content as a backdrop to 
practice the literacy strategies. Guthrie and others' findings (Guthrie et al., 1999; Guthrie 
et al., 2004) suggest that children's reading in a content-area is an effective vehicle for 
learning reading strategies, developing content knowledge, and fostering motivation and 
engagement. An example of this type of lesson was Leah' s lesson where highlighting was 
used to identify important information about drug addiction from the text. In this lesson, 
Leah blended topical knowledge goals and literacy knowledge goals and demonstrated 
what is possible in elementary classrooms as teachers use informational text-literacy in 
service of the content and the content in service of literacy (Pearson et al., 2010). 
In this era of the Common Core State Standards (2010), two major shifts 
demonstrate the importance of using both the literacy and the content in service of the 
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other for all students. In particular, the standards call for an increase in the use and 
comprehension of informational texts in grades K-5 and introduce literacy standards in 
the content domains for grades 6-12. These shifts suggest that for all students in all 
content areas teachers must know how to provide a bridge for students to access the 
content through literacy and support literacy development in the content areas. To note, if 
the focus of this study had been how teachers achieve topical knowledge goals using 
informational text different insights would likely have surfaced. 
Implications and Next Steps 
Because little research has directly addressed teachers' knowledge for teaching 
comprehension of this genre, the findings in this study describe the knowledge 
elementary teachers hold and use to inform their instruction of informational texts. The 
findings of this study suggest recommendations for preservice and inservice teacher 
educators to increase teachers' attention of the rhetorical structure of informational texts 
and provide suggestions to support students' understanding of these structures, to limit 
"testing curricula," to emphasize the importance of allotting significant amounts of time 
for students to read text, and to identify authentic literacy goals and topical knowledge 
goals to aid comprehension of informational text. 
In sum, teachers hold multi-faceted knowledge that shapes and informs their 
instruction of informational text comprehension. Lingering questions include: ( 1) How do 
we help other teachers develop this ever-changing, deep knowledge of their students? (2) 
In the face of high stakes testing, how can teachers be supported in using their knowledge 
of students, reading, and topical content to make pedagogical decisions? (3) What 
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professional development will support teachers in identifying, understanding, and 
teaching rhetorical text structure to deepen their genre knowledge? (4) What knowledge 
will help teachers achieve a balance of both topical knowledge goals and literacy 
knowledge goals in their instruction of informational text comprehension? Future 
research addressing these questions holds promise for continuing to support teachers as 
they provide effective, targeted instruction thereby helping upper elementary students to 
become independent, proficient readers of informational text. 
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Appendix A: Teacher Knowledge Definitions by Date 
Article Teaching Categories of Definition of Definition of 
or Study Field of Teacher Knowledge Content Knowledge Pedagogical Content 
Inguiry Knowledge 
Shulman General *Content knowledge "Knowledge of that "Subject matter 
(1986) teaching * Curricular subject matter" (p.5). knowledge for 
knowledge "The amount and teaching" (p. 9) 
* Pedagogical organization of 
content knowledge knowledge .. .in the 
mind of teachers" 
(p.9). 
Shulman General * Content knowledge "Competence in "Special amalgam of 
(1987) teaching *General subject matter" (p.6). content and 
pedagogical pedagogy that is 
knowledge "Understanding of uniquely the 
* Curriculum what it is to be province of teachers, 
knowledge learned" (p.7). their own special 
* Pedagogical form of professional 
content knowledge understanding" (p.8). 
*Knowledge of 
learners and their 
characteristics 
* Knowledge of 
educational contexts 
* Knowledge of 
educational ends 
Paris, Reading *Declarative * Declarative * Conditional 
Lipson, knowledge knowledge- knowledge-
& * Procedural "knowing that" (p. "knowing when and 
Wixson knowledge 302), "propositions why to apply various 
(1983) * Conditional about task structure actions" (p.303). 
knowledge and task goals ... the "Conditional 
propositional beliefs knowledge describes 
about the existence the circumstances of 
of task application of 
characteristics and procedures ... 
personal abilities. It Conditional 
includes the kid of knowledge also 
information that can provides a rationale 
help in setting goals for the execution of 
and adjusting actions various actions" (p. 
to changing task 303). 
conditions" (p. 303). 
* Procedural 
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Phelps 
& 
Schillin 
g (2004) 
Snow, 
Griffm, 
& Burns 
(2005) 
' Ball, 
Thames, 
& 
Phelps 
(2008) 
Reading 
Reading 
Mathematics 
with 
application to 
other 
disciplines 
*Content knowledge 
* Pedagogical 
content knowledge 
Teacher knowledge 
follows a 
developmental 
trajectory: 
* Declarative 
knowledge 
* Situated, can-do 
procedural 
knowledge 
* Stable procedural 
knowledge 
*Expert, adaptive 
knowledge 
* Reflective, 
organized, analyzed 
knowledge 
knowledge-
"knowing how" 
(p.302), 
"information about 
the execution of 
various actions" (p. 
303). 
"Use knowledge of 
reading in the 
context of teaching 
situations" (p. 37). 
Content knowledge 
for teaching reading 
includes: knowledge 
of content, 
knowledge of 
students and content, 
and knowledge of 
teaching and content. 
*Content knowledge Content knowledge 
has three 
* Pedagogical 
content knowledge 
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subdomains: 
* Common content 
knowledge 
* Horizon content 
knowledge 
"Specialized ways 
that teachers need to 
know a subject to 
teach it to 
others . .. differentiati 
ngcommon 
knowledge of 
content from 
specialized 
know ledge of 
content that is the 
unique province of 
the classroom 
teacher" (p. 33). 
"The knowledge of 
how students (with 
individual and 
developmental 
variations) see 
(mentally represent) 
the content as well as 
knowledge of 
alternate ways that 
content can be 
represented and 
instructional moves 
can be structured so 
that children learn" 
(p.60) . 
Pedagogical content 
knowledge has three 
subdomains: 
* Knowledge of 
content and students 
* Knowledge of 
content and teaching 
Phelps 
(2009) 
Scott 
(2009) 
Reading 
Reading 
Three distinctions in 
content knowledge: 
* Content knowledge 
* Knowledge of 
content and students 
* Knowledge of 
content and 
teaching-requires 
knowledge of 
reading to 
understand, develop, 
or choose teaching 
actions 
*Content knowledge 
* Pedagogical 
content knowledge 
* Specialized content 
knowledge 
"Detailed knowledge 
of text, language, 
and reading 
materials" (p. 138-
.139). 
Specialized content 
knowledge teachers 
hold: 
* Knowledge of the 
reading process 
* Genre knowledge 
* Knowledge of 
linguistic demands 
of the text 
* Knowledge of 
words and concepts 
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*Knowledge of 
content and 
curriculum 
"Understanding of 
how students engage 
content and the 
content -related 
implications of 
teaching the subject" 
(p. 138). 
What teachers do as 
they teach reading 
comprehension: 
*Set clear 
instructional 
purposes 
* Select appropriate 
texts 
*Activate relevant 
prior knowledge 
* Pose questions 
* Hear and interpret 
students' incomplete 
and emergent 
thinking 
*Manage the uptake 
of student 
contributions 
* Verbalize the 
reading process 
* Attend to complex 
discourse routines 
Appendix B: Recruitment Email to Nominators 
Dear (University Professor, Principal, or District Literacy Specialist), 
My name is Cami Condie and I am currently a doctoral student at Boston University 
studying Literacy Education. I taught elementary school for seven years in Las Vegas and 
currently work on the faculty of Salem State University's Childhood Education 
Department. I will be conducting my dissertation between May 2013 and August 2013. I 
want to explain the purpose of this study and hope to elicit your help in identifying 
teachers in grades 3-6 for participation. 
The purpose of my dissertation is to explore the knowledge that teachers hold and use to 
inform their instructional decisions as they teach informational text comprehension. The 
results of this study will help me and other educators provide more informative and more 
effective professional development and teacher education surrounding elementary 
reading instruction with the goal to improve children's access to and comprehension of 
informational text. 
For this dissertation, I will be observing exemplary teachers as they teach informational 
text comprehension. The participating teacher will be asked to seleCt two lessons that I 
will observe and videotape. These lessons must include informational text and may take 
place in whole group, small group, or one-on-one reading instruction and may take place 
at any time throughout the day other than during mathematics instruction. The teacher 
will also be asked to participate in two semi-structured interviews following each 
videotaped lesson. I expect that each interview will take place in the afternoon of the 
observed lesson and will last about 60 minutes. 
I would like to ask for your help identifying teachers for participation. Criteria for 
nomination: 
• Recognized as a highly effective teacher 
• Teaches students in grades 3 through 6 
• Provides comprehension instruction using informational texts at least three times a 
week 
The nominees may be classroom teachers, special education teachers, ELL specialists, or 
reading specialists who provide instruction for students in grades 3-6. 
I request that you send the attached information sheet to these nominees with details of 
this study and my contact information. 
I am more than happy to answer any questions that you may have with this study. Please 
feel free to contact me with questions at any time. Thank you for your assistance. I 
appreciate it. 
137 
Sincerely, 
Carni Condie 
Attachments: Recruitment Letter to Teachers 
Teacher Background Questionnaire 
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Appendix C: Recruitment Email to Teachers 
Dear Teacher, 
My name is Cami Condie and I am currently a doctoral student at Boston University 
studying Literacy Education. I taught elementary school for seven years in Las Vegas and 
currently work on the faculty of Salem State University's Childhood Education 
Department. I will be conducting my dissertation between May 2013 and August 2013. I 
asked university professors, principals, and district literacy personnel to nominate 
exemplary teachers who teach students in grades 3-6 who teach comprehension of 
informational text at least three times a week. Your nominator has sent you this letter. I 
want to explain the purpose of this study and invite you to participate. 
The purpose of my dissertation is to explore the knowledge that teachers hold and use to 
inform their instructional decisions as they teach informational text comprehension. The 
results of this study will help me and other educators provide more informative and more 
effective professional development and teacher education surrounding elementary 
reading instruction with the goal to improve children' s access to and comprehension of 
informational text. 
For this dissertation and if you choose to participate, I will be observing you provide 
instruction using informational text. You will select two lessons for me to observe and 
videotape. These lessons must include informational text and may take place in whole 
group, small group, or one-on-one settings at any time throughout the day other than 
during math. After the lessons, we will watch selections of your videotaped lesson and 
you will think aloud about what happened and why you responded in a certain way. I will 
also ask you a few additional questions about your instruction with informational text. I 
expect that each interview will take place in the afternoon of the observed lesson and will 
last approximately 60 minutes. I would also like to copy texts that you used in the 
lessons. The meeting site for this interview will be at your school or another location of 
your choosing. 
I will be the only one with access to the videotapes or other information gathered. All 
names and other identifying information will be kept completely anonymous on my 
transcripts and in my report. I foresee no ill-effects of any sort for you as an outcome of 
your participation. 
Your participation is voluntary and, of course, you can withdraw from the study at any 
time. If you choose to withdraw, everything I have collected or observed up to that point 
will be erased or discarded. 
If you are willing to participate, please fill out and return the information sheet. I will 
contact you immediately to schedule a time to meet, to briefly observe a lesson, and to fill 
out a questionnaire and informed consent form. At this point, we can set up times for me 
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to come and videotape your lessons and interview you about these lessons. I hope to work 
with you soon. Please feel free to ask me questions at any time. 
Best, 
Carni Condie 
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Appendix D: Informed Consent 
Dear Study Participant, 
You are invited to participate in a research study conducted by Cami Condie (BU 
doctoral student) and Jeanne Paratore (faculty advisor) at Boston University because 
you are a teacher in grades three through six who has been nominated for your 
effective instruction of informational text comprehension. Your participation is 
voluntary. You should ask questions about anything you do not understand, before 
deciding whether to participate. Please take as much time as you need to decide. You 
may also decide to discuss participation with your family or friends. If you decide to 
participate, you will be asked to provide consent. 
PURPOSEOFTHESTUDY 
The purpose of this study is to explore the knowledge that elementary teachers hold 
and use to shape and inform their instructional decisions as they teach comprehension 
of informational text. The results of this study will help me and other educators provide 
more informative and more effective professional development and teacher education 
surrounding elementary reading instruction with the goal to improve children's access 
to and comprehension of informational text. This is my dissertation research and will 
be conducted between May 2013 and August 2013. 
STUDY PROCEDURES 
If you volunteer to participate in this study, you will be asked to 
1. fill out a questionnaire regarding your teaching and educational background. 
2. obtain permission from your school for me to videotape your lessons. 
3. grant me permission to observe and videotape two lessons of informational text 
instruction that you choose. These lessons may take place in whole group, small 
group, or one-on-one settings and may take place at any time throughout the 
day other than during mathematics instruction. 
4. grant me permission to copy any student work samples or texts used in your 
instruction during the six selected lessons. 
5. participate in two interviews following each videotaped lesson. We will watch 
portions of your videotaped lesson and you will be asked to describe your 
thinking and why you made different instructional decisions. You will also be 
asked about your planning decisions for the observed lesson. I expect that each 
interview will take place in the afternoon of the observed lesson and will last 
about 60 minutes. The meeting site for this interview will be at your school or 
of, if you prefer, another location of your choosing. 
POTENTIAL RISKS AND DISCOMFORTS 
I foresee no ill-effects of any sort for you as an outcome of your participation. 
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POTENTIAL BENEFITS TO PARTICIPANTS AND/OR TO SOCIETY 
Your benefits include reflecting on your instruction of informational text 
comprehension. Reflection has been noted as one characteristic influential in increasing 
teaching expertise. 
Benefits to the field of literacy include description of the knowledge used to teach 
informational text comprehension. The findings may influence professional 
development and teacher education surrounding elementary reading instruction with 
the goal to improve children's access to and comprehension of informational text. 
CONFIDENTIALITY 
Any identifiable information obtained in connection with this study will remain 
confidential and will be disclosed only with your permission or as required by law. 
The members of the research team and the Boston University Institutional Review 
Board may access the data. Information from this study and study records may be 
reviewed and photocopied by the institution and by regulators responsible for research 
oversight such as the Office of Human Research Protections, and the Boston University 
Institutional Review Board. 
The IRB reviews and monitors research studies to protect the rights and welfare of 
research subjects. 
The data will be stored on the researcher's computer. Audiotapes, video files, 
transcripts, digital copies of the students' work, and copies of the informational text 
will be erased and/or deleted after analysis is complete. Hard copies of transcripts, 
student work, or student texts will be retained in a locked file until analysis is complete 
and then destroyed by shredding. 
When the results of the research are published or discussed m conferences, no 
identifiable information will be used. 
PARTICIPATION AND WITHDRAWAL 
Your participation is voluntary. Your refusal to participate will involve no penalty or 
loss of benefits to which you are otherwise entitled. You may withdraw your consent at 
any time and discontinue participation without penalty. You are not waiving any legal 
claims, rights or remedies because of your participation in this research study. If you 
do complete this study, you will be given a $25 gift card for Barnes and Noble. 
INVESTIGATOR'S CONTACT INFORMATION 
If you have any questions or concerns about the research, please feel free to contact 
Cami Condie (Principal Investigator) or Jeanne Paratore (Faculty Advisor). 
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RIGHTS OF RESEARCH PARTICIPANT- IRB CONTACT INFORMATION 
If you have questions, concerns, or complaints about your rights as a research 
participant you may contact the IRB directly at the information provided below. You 
may obtain further information about your rights as a research subject by contacting the 
Boston University Institutional Review Board for Human Subjects Research at 617-
358-6115 or irb@bu.edu. 
Name 
I understand my rights and agree to participate in this study. I recognize I can 
withdraw at any point. 
I do not choose to participate in this study at this time. 
Signature Date 
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Appendix E: Teacher Background Questionnaire 
Name: ____________________________ __ School: _________ _ 
Current position: How long have you taught in this position? ______ _ 
How long have you taught? _______ _ 
What is your highest educational degree? ________________ _ 
What have been the most helpful resources to help you teach comprehension with 
informational text? (Mark all that apply and please describe.) 
0 professional development or inservice trainings provided by your school 
0 books 
0 • college courses 
0 • institutes or workshops 
0 · articles 
0 · other teachers 
0 · your own experience 
0 other resources 
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Appendix F: Teacher Interview Questions 
1. What are challenges that your students face as they read informational text? 
2. If you were to tell a beginning teacher what is essential for informational text 
instruction, what would you include? 
Lesson Plans and Text Selection 
3. How did you plan or prepare the lesson? What were some of your planning 
considerations as you prepared for this lesson? 
4. What was your purpose of the lesson? 
5. What did you anticipate would happen during the lesson? 
6. How or why did you choose the text? 
7. Were there sections of the text that you anticipated would be difficult for the 
children to comprehend? 
8. Were there any surprises during the lesson? 
After watching each video segment, the following questions may be asked: . 
9. Tell me what you were thinking as you were teaching in this segment. Will you 
think aloud what happened and what you decided to do? What were you thinking 
at this point? 
10. Were there any moments during the lesson where you took a different 
instructional course than you planned? 
11. If a beginning teacher were going to teach this lesson, what would you tell 
him/her to consider as he/she plans and implements this lesson? Were there 
potential difficulties in the text that you would have him/her be aware of? 
12. By the end of this lesson, I want students to know __ _ 
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Appendix G: Coding Manual 
(Adapted after Allington, 2002; Ballet al., 2008; Guthrie et al., 2004; Pearson, et al., 
2010; Phelps, 2009; Phelps & Schilling, 2004; Scott, 2009; Shulman, 1986, 1987; Snow 
et al., 2005) 
Section A: Coding Procedures for Observations: 
1. Read the entire lesson. 
2. During the second read, code each pre-determined, instructional episode for each 
of the following five domains: Teaching Action, Talk, Task, Text, and Purpose. 
Codes for Observed Lessons: 
1. Teaching Action-Refers to the level of student involvement or responsibility. 
Describes how the teacher responded to and/or interacted with students. (Identify 
one or more within each episode.) 
a) Lesson introduction-Refers to an instructional episode where the teacher is 
preparing students for the activity or the strategy. Usually occurs at the 
beginning of the lesson. 
b) Text introduction-Refers to an instructional episode where the teacher is 
describing what the text may be about or how the text should be read. May 
also include setting a purpose for reading or describing the author/illustrator 
of the text. 
c) Lesson closure-Refers to an instructional episode where the teacher is 
providing closure or cohesion to all of the elements of a lesson, activity, or 
strategy. 
d) Gradual Release of Responsibility-Refers to the level of student 
responsibility. May be present when introducing/using a reading strategy or 
engaging in an activity. 
1. Demonstration/modeling-Refers to instructional episodes where the 
teacher is providing direct instruction or explicit explanation. Students 
are shown how to do the activity or strategy, including read alouds and 
think alouds. 
u. Guided inquiry-Refers to instructional episodes where the teacher is 
posing questions to help students get to a learning objective. Teacher 
and students collaboratively co-construct meaning. The teacher's role is 
as a facilitator or guide. 
iii. Guided practice-Refers to instructional episodes where the students 
are practicing a recently introduced activity or strategy. The teacher 
supports or scaffolds the experience. 
tv. Collaborative-Refers to instructional episodes where the students are 
working in partners or small groups without the teacher present. The 
teacher may be circulating between partners/groups, but allows students 
to work together almost independently. 
v. Independent-Refers to instructional episodes where the students are 
working individually. If the teacher is present, the teacher may be 
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interacting with students in their independent work to check on 
progress, use of strategy, or understanding of content. 
2. Talk (identify each category)-Refers to the organization of the classroom in 
relation to how instruction is organized, who is speaking, and/or describes the 
teacher's talk. 
a) How is instruction organized? Grouping Pattern-(ldentify one or more 
for each episode.): 
i. Whole group-Refers to instructional episodes where the teacher is 
working with most or all of the class. 
11. Small Group-Refers to instructional episodes where the students are 
primarily working in small groups. The teacher may be working with 
only one group or may be circulating to many groups to facilitate 
conversation or to observe. 
111. Partners-Refers to instructional episodes where the students are 
primarily working in pairs. The teacher may be circulating to many 
partners to facilitate conversation, to address misconceptions, or to 
observe. 
IV. Independent-Refers to instructional episodes where students are 
primarily working by themselves. The teacher may be circulating to 
many students to coach, conference, address misconceptions, or 
observe on an individual basis. 
b) Who is talking? Talk pattern-Identifies the predominant speaker(s) during 
an episode. (Identify only one per episode.) 
1. Only Teacher talking-Refers to instructional episodes where only 
the teacher is speaking. Students are passively listening. 
11. Initiate, Respond, Evaluate-teacher and students-Refers to 
instructional episodes where the teacher poses questions, takes a 
response, provides an evaluation comment (e.g., right or wrong), and 
poses another question. 
111. Teacher talking with students-Refers to instructional episodes 
where the teacher is talking and the students are contributing their own 
ideas or answering teacher-posed questions. 
IV. Combination of teacher talking and teacher talking with 
students-Refers to instructional episodes where part of the episode 
includes the teacher talking while students are passively listening as 
well as a part of the episode where the teacher engages students in 
answering questions or facilitates discussion between students. 
v. Combination of teacher talking with students and students talking 
with students-Refers to instructional episodes where the teacher is 
fostering discussion and dialogue between students. In addition, the 
students are talking to one another with minimal teacher input. This 
generally refers to small group or partner work where the students are 
predominantly working with occasional teacher direction. 
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v1. Only students talking-Refers to instructional episodes where the 
talk is primarily between students with little to no teacher input. 
c) Teachers' Talk Move-Refers to the teacher's talk related to topical content, 
text comprehension, and/or reading strategies. (Identify every talk move that 
is present.) 
1. Activate/build background knowledge-Refers to instructional 
episodes where the students are activating knowledge that they have or 
building on background knowledge. This usually occurs prior to 
reading a text. 
n. Connecting text/content to background knowledge-Refers to 
instructional episodes where the teacher explicitly links the text to 
something the students already know. This usually occurs during or 
after reading a text. 
111. Defined content or text vocabulary-Refers to instructional episodes 
where the teacher offers definition of a text or content word. 
IV. Described genre-general reading strategies-Refers to instructional 
episodes where the teacher describes reading strategies that may be 
applied on any type of text in a general way (i.e., predicting, 
questioning.) 
v. Described genre-specific reading strategies-Refers to instructional 
episodes where the teacher describes reading strategies that are 
adapted for or specific to the genre (i.e., reading specific sections in 
informational text rather than beginning to end as in narrative texts.) 
v1. Described meta-level analysis-Refers to instructional episodes 
where the teacher engages students in thinking metacognitively, 
identifying the metalinguistic features of the texts, connecting ideas 
across texts, connecting ideas across students, reflecting both "in" and 
"on" action, and/or questioning or evaluating author's craft. 
vn. Explicitly described type of comprehension-Refers to instructional 
episodes where literal, inferential, or evaluative comprehension is 
described or taught. 
vm. Explicit explanation of reading strategies-Refers to instructional 
episodes where the focus is giving clear, explicit descriptions of a 
reading strategy. 
IX. Hearing and interpreting students' emergent or incomplete 
thinking-Refers to instructional episodes where the teacher is 
interacting with students and attempting to understand students' 
conceptions and misconceptions about the text, the content, or the 
reading strategy. 
x. Questioning content comprehension-Refers to instructional 
episodes where the teacher questions students' understanding of the 
topic of the text that was read. 
148 
x1. Rhetorical structure-Refers to instructional episodes where the 
teacher directly explains the rhetorical structure of informational text 
(e.g., sequential, cause/effect, compare/contrast). 
x11. Setting purpose for reading-Refers to instructional episodes where 
the teacher explicitly or implicitly provides a purpose for reading. 
xm. Text-based elaboration-Refers to instructional episodes where the 
teacher asked students to provide reasoning and/or evidence 
specifically from the text. 
xiv. Text features-Refers to instructional episodes where the teacher 
engages students in identifying, describing, or evaluating the text 
features specific to informational text (i.e., accuracy of photographs, 
the purpose of the headings.) 
3. Task-Refers to the type of activity that students are engaged in. (Identify one 
or more for each episode.) 
a) Survey-Refers to instructional episodes where students are surveyed for 
their position on an issue or response to a question. 
b) Discussion-Refers to instructional episodes where the students are actively 
engaged in discussion with or without the teacher. 
c) Rereading-Refers to instructional episodes where the students are rereading 
a text independently or in partners. 
d) Partner Practice/Work-Refers to instructional episodes where the students 
are working with another student or in a group. 
e) Passive listening-Refers to instructional episodes where the students are 
recipients of information (e.g., lecture, watching video). 
4. Text Usage and Decisions-Refers to how the text is used during an instructional 
episode. 
a.) How the text is used-(ldentify one code for every episode.) 
1. Read aloud by teacher-Refers to instructional episodes where the 
teacher reads the text or a portion of the text to students. 
11. Read aloud by student-Refers to instructional episodes where a 
student is reading the text aloud to other students in the whole class. 
111. Read with partners/small groups-Refers to instructional episodes 
where a text is read aloud together in partners or small groups. 
iv. Read independently-Refers to instructional episodes where the 
students are reading the text to themselves. 
v. None read-Refers to instructional episodes where no text is read. 
b.) Multiple texts-Refers to instructional episodes where a second or third text 
was introduced and/or used in a single lesson. 
5. Purpose-Refers to the purpose of the lesson, the text, or the desired student 
outcomes. (Every episode should be coded for either Sa or Sb, but not both. Sc 
and Sd should be coded for every episode.) 
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a.) Stated purpose of the lesson-Refers to statements regarding the purpose of 
the lesson. (Generally occurs at the beginning of the lesson.) 
1. Stated explicitly-Refers to instructional episodes where the teacher 
explicitly states what students are to accomplish or learn during the 
lesson. 
11. Implied purpose-Refers to instructional episodes where the teacher 
implies or vaguely suggests what the students are to accomplish or 
learn during the lesson. 
111. Not mentioned-Refers to instructional episodes where the teacher 
intentionally or unintentionally does not reveal the purpose of the 
lesson to students. 
b.) Connection of episode to purpose-Refers to the connectedness or cohesion 
of an instructional episode to the purpose of the lesson. 
IV. Tightly linked-Refers to instructional episodes where the episode is 
closely related to the purpose of the lesson. 
v. Somewhat linked-Refers to instructional episodes where the episode 
is somewhat related to the purpose of the lesson. 
v1. Loosely linked-Refers to instructional episodes where the episode is 
only loosely related to the purpose of the lesson. 
v11. Not linked/tangent-Refers to instructional episodes where the 
episode is tangential or unrelated to the purpose of the lesson (e.g., 
teachable moment). 
c.) Balance between Topical Knowledge Goals and Literacy Knowledge 
Goals-Refers to the balance between topical knowledge goals and literacy 
knowledge goals within an episode. Topical knowledge goals could be "Learn 
three facts about turtles." or "Sequence the life cycle of a butterfly." Literacy 
knowledge goals could be identifying headings or asking why an author used 
boldfaced words. 
1. Topical knowledge goals are very prominent. Literacy knowledge 
goals are less important-Refers to instructional episodes where the 
topical knowledge goals are the focus of the episode and are explicitly 
stated. Literacy knowledge goals may not be mentioned, or if they are 
mentioned, few questions or comments are related to developing 
literacy knowledge goals. 
11. Balance between topical knowledge goals and literacy knowledge 
goals-Refers to instructional episodes where the literacy knowledge 
goals are used to access topical knowledge and the topic is a means to 
practice a reading strategy (e.g., Literacy in service of science. Science 
in service of literacy.) 
111. Literacy knowledge goals are very important/prominent. Topical 
knowledge goals are less important/prominent-Refers to 
instructional episodes where the topical knowledge goals are not 
addressed or unimportant within the episode. The literacy knowledge 
goals are the focus of the instruction and reading. 
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d.) Content integrated with reading-Refers to the role of the content during 
the instructional episode. In episodes where a text is read, this code refers to 
the talk and activities beyond the text. To code, answer these questions: How 
essential is the content to this episode? Could this episode have taken place 
with any other text or with any other topic? 
1. Tightly integrated!V ery important-Refers to instructional episodes 
where the content is tightly integrated with the reading of the text. It 
was clearly the goal to understand the content of the text. For example, 
they could not have had a particular discussion without reading or 
understanding the content. 
u. Somewhat integrated/important-Refers to instructional episodes 
where the content is somewhat integrated with the reading of the text. 
Some questions may be posed about the content, but the focus may be 
on reading strategy use or features of the text unrelated to the content. 
iii. Not integrated/important-Refers to instructional episodes where 
the content is not integrated with the reading of the text. Instruction 
and conversation are unrelated to the text content. For example, the 
topic could have changed and they could have had the same 
discussion. The content is nearly irrelevant. Students did not need to 
understand the content. 
Section B- Coding Procedures for Interviews: 
1. Read through the entire interview. 
2. During the second read, code each pre-determined segment (i.e., topic shift or 
question). 
3. Identify the domain of knowledge that is required for each pre-determined 
segment: Knowledge of Students, Knowledge of Reading, Knowledge of the 
Genre of Informational Text, Knowledge of Topical Content, Knowledge of 
General Teaching Practices, and Knowledge of Context. Some pre-determined 
segments may require more than one knowledge domain code. 
1. Knowledge of Students-Refers to thoughts related to the following 
characteristics: 
a. Student needs/abilities/characteristics (e.g., home life, interests, reading 
level, vocabulary, emotional needs, developmental characteristics) 
b. Connections (e.g., background knowledge, other texts, other students' 
comments) 
c. How students engage in task or activity (e.g., group dynamics) 
d. Misconceptions related to topic or reading strategy (e.g., unicorns in 
earth's core) 
e. Evaluating student understanding (e.g., topical content goals, literacy 
knowledge goals, genre characteristics) 
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2. Knowledge of Reading-Refers to thoughts related to the following 
characteristics: 
a. Types of comprehension (e.g., literal, inferential, evaluative) 
b. Reading strategies/behaviors (e.g., determining importance, activating 
background knowledge, making connections, "reading like a test") 
c. Matching texts to learners (e.g., selecting less challenging texts to 
struggling readers) 
d. Setting a purpose for reading (e.g., Read to find out why sharks are in 
danger.) 
e. Reading/writing relationship (e.g., Write like the informational texts read 
in class.) 
f. Evaluating students' reading comprehension or reading 
strategies/behaviors (e.g., overusing highlighting) 
3. Knowledge of the Genre of Informational Text-Refers to thoughts related to 
the following characteristics: 
a. Text difficulties (e.g., vocabulary, formatting/layout) 
b. Text features/presentation (e.g., headings, bold words, babyish layout) 
c. Vocabulary (e.g., Tier 2 or 3 words, scientific language) 
d. Linguistic features (e.g., repetitive vocabulary) 
e. Different formats within genre (e.g., article, essay, web layout) 
f. Rhetorical text structure (e.g., cause/effect, sequential) 
g. Evaluation of student understanding related to genre (e.g., skipping 
introduction or headings) 
4. Knowledge of Topical Content-Refers to thoughts related to the following 
characteristics: 
a. Topical considerations (e.g., ways to approach, what to address/ignore) 
b. Student misconceptions (e.g., Sun is a planet.) 
c. Teacher lack of knowledge about topic (e.g., unsure of students' accuracy 
in stated shark facts) 
d. Content goals (e.g., vocabulary, concepts) 
e. Evaluating text based on content demands/covered (e.g., chose text 
because a given topic was addressed) 
f. Available resources to teach content (e.g., videos, texts, charts) 
g. Big picture of science (e.g., becoming or thinking like scientists) 
h. Evaluating student understanding of content (e.g., understanding 
relationship between carbohydrates and fats) 
5. Knowledge of Context-Refers to thoughts related to the following 
characteristics: 
a. Assessment (e.g., role of standardized testing, test preparation) 
b. Common Core (e.g., reference to standard) 
c. Policy shifts (e.g., new Science standards) 
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6. Knowledge of Curriculum-Refers to thoughts related to the following 
characteristics: 
a. Past, present, future curriculum/standards (e.g., within grade level, across 
grades, across subjects) 
b. Evaluation of curriculum (e.g., strengths/weaknesses of unit) 
c. Evaluation of texts (e.g., strengths/weaknesses of textbook) 
7. Knowledge of General Teaching Practices-Refers to thoughts related to the 
following characteristics: 
a. Named teaching practice/task/activity (e.g., KWL chart, Turn and Talk) 
b. Student accountability (e.g., worksheet completed at the end of lesson) 
c. Managing Class/Grouping Decisions/Behavior management (e.g., identify 
grouping needs and considerations) 
d. Pacing (e.g., allotting time for reading texts) 
e. Lesson Sequence/Format (e.g., introduction, closure) 
f. Intentionality (e.g., deliberate introduction of topics or texts) 
g. Scaffolding (e.g., reading with study guide, partner reading) 
h. Reflection (e.g., learning from previously taught lessons, previous 
experience, identifying changes in instruction) 
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